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1. The Consultation Process 
Background to the project & the commission 

1.1 Birmingham City Council (henceforth “BCC” or “the Council”) is proposing a private rent sector (PRS) licensing 

scheme for 25 wards in the city of Birmingham that would last for five years before being assessed; the 

purpose of the scheme is to address problems in the city associated with crime and deprivation by improving 

the quality and management of the private rented sector. If the scheme were to come into place as proposed, 

it would likely commence in 2023.  

1.2 To inform its decision, BCC commissioned Opinion Research Services (ORS), a spin-out company from 

Swansea University with a UK-wide reputation for social research and major statutory consultations, to 

undertake an extensive programme of consultation activities and independently report on the findings. 

1.3 With the Welsh Government advising workers to work from home throughout 2021 due to the Covid19 

pandemic, and rising concerns that would eventually lead the British government to give the same advice in 

England in December, the consultation process did not include any face-to face events. Instead, forums with 

landlords / letting agents and deliberative focus groups with tenants and other residents all took place online, 

using videoconferencing software (Zoom). The consultation questionnaire was available online, as it would 

have been regardless of the pandemic (although paper copies of the questionnaire were available on 

request). 

1.4 Birmingham City Council advertised the consultation and events to stakeholders in the following ways: 

❖ Emails were sent to: 

» The regional contact for National Residential Landlord Association (NRLA) 

» Birmingham City Council Landlord Forum 

» Private Landlord Steering Group 

❖ Residents/organisations were directed to the Council’s consultation hub “Birmingham BeHeard” where 

details of the events and the consultation questionnaire were available 

❖ Flyers advertising the consultation were sent to 125,000 addresses across the proposed designation, and 

where residents rented their home from a private landlord, they were encouraged to pass the details on 

to their landlord 

❖ Posts were made on Birmingham City Council’s Facebook and Twitter sites 

1.5 The formal consultation period of 10 weeks began on 25th of October 2021 and ended on the 4th of January 

2022. During this period, tenants, and other residents were invited to provide feedback through the 

following: 

» An “open” consultation questionnaire available for any interested part to complete, which 
attracted almost 900 responses 

» Four events for landlords and representatives of letting and managing agents, for which 43 places 
were reserved, and around 24 attended. All of these events took place online, using 
videoconferencing software (Zoom), across late November and early December 2021 

» Five deliberative focus groups with a total of 47 local tenants and other residents. Like the 
landlords’ forums, these were held online using Zoom and took place over late November and early 
December 2021 

» 23 written submissions: stakeholders were able to provide their views to by writing or emailing BCC 
or ORS 
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Quantitative engagement 

1.6 The Council produced a consultation document outlining the issues, proposals and evidence under 

consideration; using the document as a foundation, ORS and BCC then designed a questionnaire which 

combined “closed” multiple choice questions regarding different aspects of the proposals, with opportunities 

for “open text” responses in which participants could: provide additional information to explain the reasons 

for their responses; raise concerns; suggest changes or alternatives to the proposals; or otherwise comment 

on the proposals of the consultation. 

Qualitative engagement 

1.7 ORS conducted a total of 9 forums: 4 with landlords and letting agents, 4 with residents of the wards that 

would be covered by the proposed designated area, and 1 with residents of wards adjacent to the proposed 

designation. Taken together all of these meetings are best understood as ‘deliberative’ meetings in which 

the Council’s proposals for a new selective licensing scheme covering a number of wards in the city for five 

years were ‘tested’ against landlords’ and other stakeholders’ opinions – in order to see the extent to which 

the proposals were acceptable or otherwise, and to explore the reasons for different views on each aspect 

of the proposals 

Deliberative events with landlords and letting agents 

1.8 The deliberative forums with landlords and letting agents (henceforth “landlords’ forums”) were held online, 

using videoconferencing software (Zoom). Each forum comprised several short presentations about the 

proposed selective licensing scheme, each followed by opportunities for attendees to ask questions of BCC 

officers for clarifications and to give feedback. The presentation and feedback slots covered: an introduction 

defining selective licensing, the potential benefits and risks of the scheme; evidence in support of the 

proposed designation area, the proposed fee levels; and the proposed licence conditions. 

Deliberative events with residents 

1.9 Five online focus groups were held with PRS tenants and other residents in the city (henceforth “residents & 

tenants’ focus groups), using the Zoom videoconferencing. The groups were recruited to ensure that tenants 

living in properties which would be covered by a new scheme were represented, including HMO tenants, 

with the addition of some owner-occupiers to ensure their views were also heard.  

1.10 Overall, four of the focus groups were held with residents living the wards that would have licensing 

introduced through the proposals and one was held with residents in adjacent wards to those. Participants 

were diverse by area of residents – albeit focussed on wards which might be covered by a new scheme – as 

well by age, gender, ethnicity and working status. Therefore, taken together, the five focus groups included 

a reasonable cross-section of Birmingham residents living in the areas covered by the proposed designations. 

Written submissions 

1.11 During the formal consultation process, 23 organisations and individuals provided written submissions. Some 

of these were from organisations representing landlords and agents, or tenants and residents (including 

vulnerable groups or individuals). Others were received from stakeholder bodies and organisations, as well 

from local councillors, private companies, individual landlords, and local residents. 

1.12 ORS has read all the written submissions and summarised them in a later chapter, highlighting the main issues 

raised; none have been disregarded even if they are not expressed in a ‘formal’ way.  
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Accountability 

1.13 Accountability means that public authorities should give an account of their plans and take into account 

public views: they should conduct fair and accessible engagement while reporting the outcomes openly and 

considering them fully. 

1.14 This does not mean, however, that the majority views should automatically decide public policy; and the 

popularity or unpopularity of draft proposals should not displace professional and political judgement about 

what is the right or best decision in the circumstances. The levels of, and reasons for, public support or 

opposition are very important, but as considerations to be taken into account, not as factors that necessarily 

determine authorities’ decisions. Above all, public bodies have to consider the relevance and cogency of the 

arguments put forward during public engagement processes, not just count heads. 

1.15 ORS does not endorse any opinions reported here but seeks only to portray the feedback received from 

consultation participants accurately and clearly. While offering guidance on the consultation methodology 

and its interpretation, we seek to profile the opinions and arguments of those who have responded; but we 

make no recommendations on the decisions to be taken by BCC. 

1.16 The following chapters in this report provide detailed analysis and reporting of feedback received through all 

consultation channels. ORS has brought together the main findings from across the consultation into 

headlines from each strand and a thematic summary.  

Interpreting the outcomes 

1.17 Importantly, the different consultation methods cannot simply be combined to yield a single point of view 

on the future of licensing that reconciles everyone’s differences and is acceptable to all stakeholders 

involved. There are two main reasons why this is not possible. First, the engagement methods differ in type: 

they are qualitatively different, and their outcomes cannot be just aggregated into a single result. Second, 

different areas and sub-groups will inevitably have different perspectives on the proposals and there is no 

formula in the consultation process that can reconcile everyone’s differences in a single way forward. 

1.18 It is also important to recognise that the outcomes of the consultation process will need to be considered 

alongside other information available about the likely impact of BCC’s proposal. Whilst the process highlights 

aspects of this information that stakeholders consider to be important, appropriate emphasis should be 

placed on each element. In this sense there can be no single ‘right’ interpretation of all the consultation 

elements and other information in the decision-making process. 

The report 

1.19 This report summarises the feedback on the Council’s private rented sector (PRS) licensing proposals. 

Verbatim quotations are used, in indented italics, not because we agree or disagree with them – but for their 

vividness in capturing recurrent points of view. ORS does not endorse any opinions but seeks only to portray 

them accurately and clearly.  

1.20 ORS’ role is to analyse and explain the opinions and arguments of the many different interests participating 

in the consultation, but not to ‘make a case’ for any proposal. In this report, we seek to profile the opinions 

and arguments of those who have responded to the consultation, but not to make any recommendations as 

to how the reported results should be used. Whilst this report brings together a wide range of evidence for 

the council to consider, decisions must be taken based on all the evidence available. 
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2. Consultation Questionnaire 
Introduction 

2.1 Birmingham City Council developed a consultation document outlining the issues under consideration, and 

also worked with ORS to develop a consultation questionnaire that any interested party could complete to 

share their feedback.  

2.2 The questionnaire consisted of closed questions intended to elicit views on the various aspects of the 

proposals, while also allowing respondents to make any further comments. It also captured information 

about the type of response being submitted and (where relevant) respondents’ demographic information. 

Respondents were encouraged to read the detailed accompanying information before providing their 

responses; however, shorter summaries of the issues under consideration were also provided at relevant 

points within the questionnaire. 

2.3 The consultation information and open questionnaire were available online via a dedicated Council webpage 

between 25th October 2021 and 4th January 2022, and respondents could also request a paper copy by 

contacting the Council. In total, 839 responses were received. 

Respondent profile  

2.4 The open consultation questionnaire could be completed by anybody with an interest in the proposals e.g. 

landlords and agents, local residents or those responding on behalf of organisations.  

2.5 Respondents were asked to state what connection(s) they had to Birmingham and the full breakdown of 

responses by stakeholder type is provided in Table 1. Many respondents would have had more than one 

connection to the city; however, for analysis purposes respondents have been classified into single categories 

e.g. any respondent identifying as a landlord or a letting or managing agent has been classified as such in the 

profiling tables below, even if they happened to also live in the city – and so on.  

2.6 It can be seen that half of the responses received were from local residents, while around two-fifths were 

from private landlords and letting and managing agents, and the remainder were a mixture of businesses, 

organisations and others (i.e. respondents with another connection to Birmingham such as working in the 

city, and other interested parties with no real connection to the area, plus one case that did not specify their 

connection to Birmingham). 

Table 1: Consultation questionnaire completions by type of respondent (Note: Percentages may not sum to 100% due to 
rounding) 

Stakeholder type Count % Valid responses 

Letting or managing agent with properties in Birmingham 33 4% 

Private landlord in Birmingham 292 35% 

Own or manage a business in Birmingham 28 3% 

Represent an organisation based in/covering Birmingham 37 4% 

Live in Birmingham 415 50% 

Other respondents 35 4% 

Total responses 839 100% 
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2.7 Landlords and agents were asked follow-up questions based on the number of rented properties they own 

or manage (most declined to answer; of those that did: 36% owned/managed just a single property, 23% 

owned/managed two properties, and the remaining 42% owned/managed three or more properties). 

2.8 All other individual respondents (primarily Birmingham residents, but also those who work in the city, 

business representatives, and those with another connection etc.) were asked to provide some basic 

demographic information. A summary of this demographic information provided is included below (in Table 

2): 

Table 2: Questionnaire respondent demographics, for those types of stakeholder who were asked to provide this information 
(i.e. all except those who claimed to be responding as landlords or agents, or on behalf of an organisation) 

Characteristic Count % Valid responses 

BY AGE 

Under 35 95 25% 

35 to 44 98 25% 

45 to 54 87 23% 

55 or over 105 27% 

Total valid responses 385 100% 

Not known 93 - 

BY GENDER 

Male 162 43% 

Female 201 54% 

Other 12 3% 

Total valid responses 375 100% 

Not known 103 - 

BY ETHNIC GROUP 

White 244 67% 

Mixed or multiple ethnic groups 20 6% 

Asian or Asian British 68 19% 

Black, African, Caribbean or Black British 22 6% 

Other ethnic groups 9 1% 

Total valid responses 363 100% 

Not known 115 - 

BY TENURE 

Own (outright or with a mortgage) 215 57% 

Rent privately from a landlord 94 25% 

Rent privately through a letting agency 35 9% 

Rent from the Council or a housing association 19 5% 

Other 14 4% 

Total valid responses 377 100% 

Not known 101 - 

Organisations in the consultation questionnaire 

2.9 Those responding on behalf of organisations were asked to provide further details about the group or 

capacity in which they were responding. The following organisations identified themselves as part of their  

response to the questionnaire: 

Arden Property Centre 

Ashiana Group For Men In Sparkbrook 

Birmingham City Council - Flood Risk Management Team 

Birmingham Fair Housing Campaign 
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Hinstock Philip Victor Residents Association 

Community Partnership For Selly Oak (CP4SO)  

Countrywide 

Cranstoun Support Services 

Fatima House 

Fellowship Of Faiths For One Race 

Friends Of Small Heath Park 

Genie Homes 

George Road Group: Stockland Green Action Group 

Global Property Management 

HMO Action Group 

Hodge Hill Support Group for the Homeless 

North Summerfield Residents Association 

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council 

St Basil's Homeless Charity 

Unnamed group of residents 

Windswept Workshops CIC 

Women's Group in Spark Hill Library. 

2.10 Some respondents indicated that they were responding as a private landlord and/or a letting or managing 

agent, in addition to representing an organisation. The names of their organisations have still been listed 

above for completeness; however, these respondents have been included in the ‘Landlords/Agents’ group 

for analysis and reporting purposes 

2.11 In addition, a small number of responses were received from members of the tenants’ rights group ACORN; 

however, none of these was clearly a response on behalf of the organisation as a whole (with most of the 

respondents’ comments indicating that they were responding as individual members). A few responses were 

also received from within specific departments at the Council (including Homelessness and Supported 

Housing) and other organisations such as the Department for Work and Pensions, although again, these 

appeared to be the views of individuals rather than a wider group. 

2.12 It should be noted that open questionnaires are, by their nature, self-reported, and this can create some 

ambiguity: for example, there were some instances where respondents identified as responding on behalf of 

organisations but did not provide further information as to which group they were representing. Others 

provided very limited (or no) text comments, so it is very difficult to confirm that their response was genuinely 

on behalf of the entire organisation or group, as opposed to being the response of a single individual. 

However, in the absence of any clear information to the contrary, ORS has opted to treat the ways in which 

these respondents classified themselves in good faith, so their feedback has been included alongside that of 

the named organisations above. 

Duplicated and co-ordinated responses 

2.13 It is important that engagement questionnaires are open and accessible to all, while being alert to the 

possibility of multiple completions (by the same people) distorting the analysis. Therefore, while making it 

easy to complete the questionnaire online, ORS monitors the IP addresses through which questionnaires are 

completed. A similar analysis of “cookies” is also generally undertaken – where responses originated from 

users on the same computer using the same browser and the same credentials (e.g. user account). 
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2.14 There can be valid reasons where duplicate cookies might occur, e.g. where two or more respondents have 

used the same device to complete their questionnaires, in which case all responses are included in the data 

analysis and reporting. However, it can also occur when the same user has part-completed the questionnaire 

and then returned later, starting again from the beginning and completing it in full. After a careful review of 

the raw dataset, a very small number responses were not included in the final analysis, on the basis of having 

been identified as a partially completed duplicate of response that was subsequently submitted in full. 

Interpretation of the data 

2.15 The data from the consultation questionnaire has not been combined to produce “overall” findings because 

the size of the stakeholder groups, and the numbers of their respective responses, are quite different – and, 

moreover, they have distinctive views; they cannot, therefore, simply be merged. The views of different types 

of stakeholders are reported separately, to show where there are distinctive points of view e.g. between 

landlords and general residents, etc. 

2.16 Landlords and agents have been grouped together for the purposes of reporting, as have businesses with 

other organisations. The final, largest group comprises general residents (including privately renting tenants) 

and all remaining stakeholders e.g. with another connection to the city (plus one respondent whose 

connection is unknown). 

2.17 As explained above, for analysis purposes respondents have been classified into single categories even if they 

have more than one connection to the city e.g. any respondent identifying as a landlord or a letting or 

managing agent has been classified as such in the reporting of the questionnaire results, even if they 

happened to also be a Birmingham resident – and so on.  

2.18 Results are presented in a largely graphical format, while colours used on the charts have been standardised 

with a ‘traffic light’ system in which:  

Green shades represent responses that ‘tend to agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ 
Beige shades represent those who ‘neither agree nor disagree’ 
Red shades represent responses that ‘tend to disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ 

2.19 A few other colours, such as blues and oranges, have been used on charts where the ‘traffic light’ system is 

less applicable. 

2.20 The numbers on the stacked bar charts are percentages indicating the proportions of respondents 

agree/disagree on a particular question. The number of valid responses recorded for each question (base 

size) are reported throughout. As not all respondents answered every question the valid responses vary 

between questions (‘don’t know’ responses have been treated as invalid). 

2.21 Please note that for some categories, percentages ought to be interpreted with some caution due to low 

base sizes (e.g. particularly responses from businesses and organisations).  

2.22 The commentary generally quotes ‘grouped’ percentages (i.e. the collective proportions who agreed – 

whether ‘strongly’ or ‘tend to’, and the same for disagreement). 

  



 

Opinion Research Services | Birmingham – PRS Licensing Consultation                             January 2022 

 

 

 11  

Local issues 

To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham? 

2.23 Perceptions around the extent to which certain issues are a problem in parts of Birmingham vary according 

to the nature of the issue and the type of stakeholder. The summary table below (Table 3) provides an 

overview of the proportions of respondents feeling that each potential issue is either ‘a very big’ or ‘a fairly’ 

big problem. 

2.24 Just over half of landlords and letting/managing agents identified homelessness and rough sleeping (55%), 

anti-social behaviour (55%), crime (53%) and deprivation (51%) as being either a fairly big or very big problem, 

while just under a third perceived that there is a problem with poor property conditions (30%). 

2.25 Each of the issues above was identified as being a fairly/very big problem by more than three quarters of 

businesses/organisations. In particular, at least four fifths felt that poor property conditions (84%) anti-social 

behaviour (83%) and deprivation (81%) are a very/fairly big problem. 

2.26 There was a very similar picture for tenants, residents and other stakeholders: four fifths or more felt that 

anti-social behaviour (83%) and deprivation (80%) are a very or fairly big problem, while at least three 

quarters indicated that there are problems with homelessness/rough sleeping (76%), crime (75%) and poor 

property conditions (75%). 

2.27 On the whole, respondents of all types were less likely to perceive that there are issues with vacant and 

empty properties; nonetheless, nearly half of tenants, residents and other stakeholders felt this is a fairly/big 

problem in parts of Birmingham (46%), as did two-fifths of businesses and organisations (40%), and nearly a 

fifth of landlords and agents (17%). 

Table 3: To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham? Summary Table 
(based on proportions answering 'a fairly big' or 'a very big' problem) 

Stakeholder 
type 

Crime Deprivation 
Poor 

property 
conditions 

Anti-social 
behaviour 

Vacant / 
empty 

properties 

Homelessness / 
rough sleeping 

Landlords and 
agents 

53% 51% 30% 55% 17% 55% 

Businesses and 
organisations  

77% 81% 84% 83% 40% 77% 

Individual 
tenants, 
residents, others 

75% 80% 75% 83% 46% 76% 

2.28 A more detailed summary, showing the proportions of respondents selecting each response option, is 

provided by  through to Figure 6 starting overleaf. 
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Figure 1:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Crime e.g. 
burglary 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
 
Figure 2:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Deprivation 

Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
 
Figure 3:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Poor property 
conditions 

  
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
 
Figure 4:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Antisocial 
behaviour e.g. noise, rubbish, vandalism 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
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Figure 5:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Vacant/empty 
properties 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
 
Figure 6:  To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in some areas of Birmingham?   Homelessness 
and rough sleeping 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
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The Proposed New Licensing Scheme 

The principle of introducing a selective licensing scheme 

Do you agree or disagree with the principle that the Council should introduce some form of selective 
licensing scheme? 

2.29 Fewer than a fifth of landlords and letting/managing agents agreed with the principle of introducing a 

selective licensing scheme (16%), while over three quarters (77%) disagreed (moreover, around two thirds 

disagreed strongly (68%)). 

2.30 On the other hand, majorities among the remaining stakeholders agreed: 78% of businesses and 

organisations and 72% of the tenants, residents and other stakeholders. 

2.31 Moreover, most of these respondents (68% of businesses/organisations and 59% of tenants, residents and 

other stakeholders) agreed strongly with the principle of introducing a selective licensing scheme. 

 

Figure 7:  Do you agree or disagree with the principle that the Council should introduce some form of selective licensing scheme? 

  
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 

 

Using a selective licensing scheme to address the Council’s objectives 

Do you agree or disagree that a selective licensing scheme would contribute towards the Council's 
objectives of reducing crime and deprivation? 

2.32 Only a minority of landlords/agents (13%) agreed that a selective licensing scheme would help to address 

crime and deprivation; around four-fifths (81%) disagreed (with seven-in-ten disagreeing strongly). 

2.33 Elsewhere, however, respondents’ views were more positive: just over two thirds of businesses and 

organisations (69%) and a similar proportion of tenants, residents, and other stakeholders (66%) agreed that 

a selective licensing scheme would contribute towards the Council’s objectives of reducing crime and 

deprivation. 
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Figure 8:  Do you agree or disagree with the principle that the Council should introduce some form of selective licensing scheme? 

  
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 

 

The proposal for a selective licensing scheme covering 25 wards 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the CouncilΩs proposal to introduce a new selective 
licensing scheme covering this area/these 25 wards? 

2.34 Fewer than a fifth of landlords/agents (16%) agreed with the specific proposal for a scheme covering the 

identified 25 wards, whereas nearly four-in-five disagreed (81%). 

2.35 On the other hand, almost three-quarters of businesses and organisations agreed with the proposal (73%), 

as did seven-in-ten tenants, residents and other stakeholders (70%).  

2.36 Around a quarter of respondents from these two groups (23% of businesses/organisations and 25% of 

tenants, residents and other stakeholders) disagreed with the proposed selective licensing scheme. 

 
Figure 9:  Do you agree or disagree with the Council's proposal to introduce a new selective licensing scheme covering this 
area/these 25 wards? 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 

 

Please use the space below to provide any comments about the area that any new licensing scheme 
should cover, and explain any alternative approaches that you think the Council should consider (i.e. 
alternative approaches to reducing deprivation and crime associated with privately rented 
properties, and/or improving their condition and management). 

2.37 Respondents were invited to comment on the area that should be covered by any new licensing scheme, as 

well as to provide details of any possible alternatives to the proposal; however, many of the actual comments 

were more generally about respondents’ views on licensing. 
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2.38 Among landlords and agents, the comments most commonly related to the following (percentages based on 

211 respondents who provided comments): 

Claims that the proposals will not reduce crime; crime is too high and/or needs to addressed through 

more policing and enforcement of existing laws etc (27%); 

Suggestions that the proposals punish ‘good’ landlords (e.g. as ‘bad’ landlords just won’t comply), 

and/or that the scheme should be more targeted towards landlords or agents who are subject to 

complaints or are known to have caused issues (27%); 

A risk of increased costs to tenants (rent rises etc) (25%); 

Reduced profitability for landlords, meaning that letting will cease to become worthwhile, properties 

will be sold etc (20%); 

The proposal is just a money-making scheme, a ‘tax’ etc (20%); 

There is sufficient legislation already in place to deal with the issues and the Council should enforce 

this before implementing a licensing scheme (18%); 

There will be less housing available (due to landlords choosing not to let properties out etc) (18%); 

Proposals might negatively impact on those with lower incomes, won’t reduce deprivation etc (13%). 

2.39 Among businesses/organisations, the main themes were as follows (percentages based on 44 respondents 

who provided comments): 

That the Council should direct more efforts at addressing problems in HMOs, and/or should license 

HMOs (30%); 

All wards should be included/it should be a citywide approach (23%); 

The proposals might negatively impact on those with lower incomes, won’t reduce deprivation and 

may increase homelessness etc (11%) 

2.40 Among tenants, residents and other stakeholders, the main themes were as follows (percentages based on 

265 respondents who provided comments): 

The Council should direct more efforts at addressing problems in HMOs, and/or should license HMOs 

(20%); 

The proposed scheme is needed due to problems with poor quality landlords, substandard properties 

etc (17%); 

The proposals will not reduce crime; crime is too high and/or needs to addressed through more 

policing and enforcement of existing laws etc (16%); 

All wards should be included/it should be a citywide approach e.g. to ensure a level playing field 

(14%); 

Proposals will need to be properly managed/enforced efficiently: inspections will need to be made, 

landlords will need to be vetted etc (13%); 

Proposals might negatively impact on those with lower incomes, won’t reduce deprivation and may 

increase homelessness etc (11%) 

Concerns about costs being passed on to tenants (through increased rents) (10%). 
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The proposed licensing fee and licence conditions 

The proposed licence fee 

What are your views on the proposed fee of £670 (for a licence lasting for the duration of the 
scheme i.e. up to 5 years)? 

2.41 Almost all (97%) of the landlords and letting/managing agents who responded felt that the proposed licence 

fee was too high (including around nine-out-of-ten overall who felt it was much too high). 

2.42 In contrast, the views of the remaining stakeholder groups were quite evenly split. Among businesses and 

organisations, a third felt the proposed fee was about right (33%), a third felt it was too high (33%) and the 

remaining third or so (34%) felt it was too low. 

2.43 Similarly, around three-in-ten tenants, residents and other stakeholders felt the proposed fee was about right 

(29%). Nearly two-fifths (38%) felt it was too high, whereas a third (33%) felt it was too low. 

Figure 10:  What are your views on the proposed fee of £670 (for a licence lasting for the duration of the scheme i.e. up to 5 

years)? 

 
Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 

The proposed licence conditions 

Do you agree or disagree with the proposed licence conditions? 

2.44 Just over a fifth of landlords and agents agreed with the proposed licence conditions (22%), with the majority 

disagreeing (71%). 

2.45 On the other hand, most businesses/organisations (79%) and most tenants, residents and other stakeholders 

(70%) agreed with the proposed conditions. 

Figure 11:  Do you agree or disagree with the proposed licence conditions? 

 

Base: All Respondents (number of respondents shown in brackets) 
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Are there any other things you think the Council should consider to help improve crime, deprivation, 
and the quality and management of privately rented properties in Birmingham? Are there any other 
comments that you would like to make about any aspect of the licensing proposals? 

2.46 Respondents were invited to provide further comments on things the Council might consider to address the 

issues, or about any other aspect of the proposals on which they would like to share their views in more 

detail. However, many of the comments covered very similar grounds to those points made in relation to the 

earlier question. 
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3. Landlords’ Forums 

Introduction 

3.1 Several deliberative forums were facilitated by ORS research staff to provide the opportunity for landlords 

and letting agents to hear more about the Council’s proposals and, most importantly, to provide feedback 

on the selective licensing scheme under consideration. 

3.2 In November and December 2021, four online forums were held, each attended by five to ten local landlords 

/ letting agents and facilitated by two members of ORS.  

3.3 To find the participants for the forums Birmingham City Council advertised the events to suitable 

stakeholders in the following ways: 

❖ Emails were sent to: 

» The regional contact for National Residential Landlord Association (NRLA) 

» Birmingham City Council Landlord Forum 

» Private Landlord Steering Group. 

❖ Residents/organisations were directed to the Council’s consultation hub “Birmingham BeHeard” where 

details of the events were available 

❖ Flyers were sent to 125,000 addresses across the proposed designation, asking tenants to pass them on 

to their landlord 

❖ Posts were made on Birmingham City Council’s Facebook and Twitter sites. 

3.4 It should be noted that, with the online format, participants joined and left the forums at different times 

during the sessions. The attendance figures below should therefore be viewed as “minimums”, with more 

landlords and agents potentially being involved at times. 

3.5 The four landlords’ forums were held on the following dates in 2021: 

Forum Number Date Registered 

Attendees 

Actual Attendees 

Forum 1 23/11/21 14 10 

Forum 2 01/12/21 18 7 

Forum 3 10/12/21 7 5 

Forum 4 15/12/21 4 2 

3.6 A total of 24 landlords / letting agents attended the events. The attendees were diverse by age, ethnicity and 

are of the city and included a mixture of smaller private landlords and representatives of larger portfolio 

landlords and management companies. It is ORS’ view, therefore, that when taken together, the meetings 
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were broadly representative of Birmingham landlords. Just as importantly, the discussions in the landlords’ 

meetings were robust and detailed, providing a thorough examination of the Council’s proposals through 

robust questions and feedback. 

3.7 Each event lasted between 1.5 and 2.5 hours and comprised several short presentations about elements of 

the proposed selective licensing scheme, followed by opportunities for attendees to ask questions of Council 

Officers for clarification and give feedback. In larger groups, attendees were split into “breakout rooms” to 

discuss the proposals freely and then reconvened as one group to share feedback to the whole meeting. 

Smaller groups remained as one group throughout, discussing their thoughts and feedback together. 

3.8 In deliberative discussions at events such as these landlords’ forums, it is the nature and strength of 

arguments that matter rather than simply the numbers in support of or against options. ORS has, therefore, 

prepared this chapter as a thematic account and explanation of the feedback received, accompanied by 

verbatim quotes to illustrate the points being made. Our inclusion of specific quotes does not indicate that 

ORS considers them as more or less important than other statements made – ORS has simply sought to use 

examples which: 

» Either succinctly or particularly vividly capture views or concerns shared by many attendees; 

» Demonstrate different perspectives or opinions to those voiced by the majority; 

» Address specific elements of the proposals, including the geographic areas covered by each option 
and the basis for them; 

» Present alternative evidence or cogent arguments in contrast to those put forward by the Council; 

» Specifically address potential impacts of the proposals on landlords and tenants – including those 
related to vulnerable persons or groups with protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010; 
or 

» Suggest mitigations, adaptations, or alternative proposals which the Council might consider before 
moving forward. 

3.9 It is not ORS’ role to check and verify the accuracy of statements made in the feedback, but rather to ensure 

that the views of those present are heard. The Council will wish to consider carefully the issues raised 

alongside all of the consultation feedback and other evidence available. 

3.10 All the forums followed the same format, with a short introduction by ORS about the consultation process 

followed by presentation, discussions and feedback covering: 

» Benefits and risks of selective licensing 

» Evidence supporting the selection of the designation area 

» Proposed fees 

» Proposed licensing conditions. 

Summary of key findings 

Many landlords said that the licensing cost would be passed onto tenants by 
raising the price of rents 

3.11 Whilst some said that the cost of the license was not unreasonable compared to other areas in the UK, it was 

very widely believed that that the cost of the licence would most likely be handed down to tenants in the 

form of increased rent. 

3.12 This was seen as very problematic since many tenants are already struggling financially. Therefore, some 

participants suggested that this could create further deprivation as tenants in the licensing areas would have 
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less disposable income, potentially being displaced from licenced wards or having to rent with illegally 

unlicensed landlords. 

3.13 It was also said that if the fees resulted in higher rent, it could move existing crime and deprivation into 

unlicensed wards, rather than solving the issues at their source. 

Risk of landlords selling their property 

3.14 Many participants said that landlords with fewer properties (such as those who gained their rental property 

through inheritance rather than through investment) may be likely to sell their property to avoid the cost 

and difficulties caused by the new licensing scheme. 

3.15 Again, it was suggested that this could force tenants into deprivation since there could be fewer rental 

properties available as a result. It was also said that demand for rental properties could see rent costs inflate. 

General scepticism over the licence’s ability to reduce deprivation 

3.16 There was a significant amount of scepticism around the suggestion that the licensing scheme would reduce 

crime and deprivation. Instead, it was said that the fees could increase these issues for the reasons already 

discussed. 

Concern over selected areas for licensing  

3.17 Many participants were unhappy that only certain wards in Birmingham had been selected for the licensing 

fees, saying that it felt ‘discriminatory’.  

Views on licensing conditions 

3.18 Generally, the licensing conditions were seen as reasonable, and many participants said that they already 

upheld them. This did, however, lead to some participants to suggest that there is a significant amount of 

unnecessary duplication of conditions. 

3.19 Additionally, a number of landlords stressed the fact that it can be difficult to uphold conditions that rely on 

the behaviour of tenants. Examples that were given included contributing appropriately to waste collection 

and ensuring that working batteries are kept in fire alarms. 

Need to address issues with the exempt sector 

3.20 It was widely argued by participants that exempt properties should have their exemptions re-evaluated and, 

in many cases, removed. This was because of very numerous accounts of antisocial behaviour being linked 

to exempt housing and landlords often failing to provide the services to tenants that they should be 

providing. 

Lack of trust in the Council’s ability uphold the licensing 

3.21 Many participants expressed a general lack of trust in BCC and therefore doubted the effectiveness of the 

proposed licensing scheme. In particular, participants were worried that the Council would not be able to 

identify and police unlicensed landlords, meaning that compliant landlords would be unfairly penalised. 
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General thoughts and concerns about the proposals 

The need for a Private Rent Sector licensing scheme 

3.22 Levels of support for the proposals varied, however many participants made a point of voicing their belief 

that there is a need within Birmingham for some form of PRS licensing scheme. The reasons given for this 

included the issue underhanded landlords allowing overcrowding and poor housing conditions, and for the 

general need to ensure that landlords are regulated appropriately. 

άThere's a real crime issue with too many people being crammed into cheap poorly maintained 
housing ... This scheme is neededέ 

άL ǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǎƘŀƳŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ǘŀȄŜǎ. 
We do this for roads, health, and educationέ 

3.23 Whilst some of these participants said that they agreed with the proposals and would welcome their 

implementation, others said that whilst they supported the need for a scheme, the proposals should be 

reassessed before being implemented. This was due to concerns that the proposed scheme could have 

knock-on effects. The most clearly stressed concern was that the licensing costs could be passed on to tenants 

in the form of increased rent and therefore making housing less affordable. Other concerns were voiced 

throughout the forums, which will be discussed further throughout the chapter. 

άI agree there is an issuŜΦ Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ǎƻ Ŝŀǎȅ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎΣ ōǳǘ L 
worry about it impacting affordable housingέ 

Distrust in the Council and their ability to implement the licensing scheme 
effectively  

3.24 Many participants displayed a lack of trust in the Council’s ability to implement the licensing scheme in an 

effective way. Much of this was said to be based on past and ongoing experiences with BCC, including issues 

related to mandatory HMO licensing and waste collection. The statements given seemed to show a distrust 

for the Council from a significant number of the participants. 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Iah ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ LΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ƭƻǎǘ ƛƴ 
the system. Is the selective license going to be run from the same department as the HMO?έ 

ά¢hereΩǎ an ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ Ƴȅ ōƛƴǎΦ L ŎŀƴΩǘ 
trust the council to deliver this scheme and do it properlyέ 

3.25 Some participants displayed a more general curiosity as to how the Council would be able to police the policy. 

άIƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΚ LΦŜΦΣ Ƙƻǿ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 
.ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳΚ L ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΧ ǎƻΣ Ƙƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻ ƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ Ƙŀǎ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜΚέ 

Concern that licensing costs will be passed down to tenants by increasing rent 

3.26 One of the most consistently raised concerns about the introduction of a PRS scheme was the concern that 

the costs of the licence would be passed down to tenants as increased rent. Many of the participants said 

that this was a major concern because many tenants are already struggling to afford their rent as it is. 
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ά¢ƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǉŀǎǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎΣ ǎƻ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴǘέ 

Risk of “rogue” landlords avoiding the licence and going undetected  

3.27 The next most consistently discussed concern was that “rogue” landlords that already participate in illegal 

practices such as overcrowding would be likely to continue doing so, undetected. A significant number of 

participants discussed this throughout each forum, expressing their concern that such landlords would avoid 

paying the licence fees without the Council’s knowledge. 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƘŜŜŘƭŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀŘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
know how you will get round all the propertiesέ 

ά¢ƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ Řƻ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ƛǘέ 

3.28 As a result of this wide-held concern, the potential effectiveness of the scheme was questioned. Some 

participants suggested that if underhanded landlords could avoid the fees and then simply pay a fine if they 

got caught, then it would likely be ineffective at removing such landlords from the sector. 

 άLΩƳ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƴƻƴ-ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ Řŀȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ 
type of consultation and will just not pay the fee and then pay the penalty when they get caughtέ 

άThe good landlords will take part and pay the fees while ǘƘŜ ōŀŘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ 
the scheme. This broad-brush approach is mistargeted and not equitableέ 

3.29 It was stressed by a number of participants that it would be critically important to ensure that such landlords 

were not allowed to get away without paying the licensing costs, as it would undermine the principles of 

having more reputable landlords comply with the fees and conditions. 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ƛǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ōŀŘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻ ǳƴǇǳƴƛǎƘŜŘ 
ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅέ 

Likelihood of rental properties being sold as a result of the fees and conditions 

3.30 Some participants throughout the forums suggested that landlords with fewer properties, such as those who 

acquired it through inheritance rather than investment, may be likely to sell their them due to the fees and 

conditions associated with the licensing. It was said that this could happen because they could either be 

discouraged by the increased costs and conditions or because it could become more difficult to rents out if 

rents are raised as a result of the costs. 

ά¢here will be fewer good landlords, and there will be a need for the Council to look for more houses 
for people evicted from homes that have been put up for saleέ 

Dissatisfaction with having to pay for the policing of bad landlords 

3.31 Some participants disagreed with the measures because they did not believe that they should have to pay 

for the costs of policing landlords that do not operate within the law. One participant suggested that they 

would sell their property if the scheme came in because of their dissatisfaction with the scenario. 
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άI am quite deflated that good landlords would pay to catch the bad ones and I am umming and 
arring at selling my property and I will sell it if it comes inέ 

3.32 Another participant suggested that it would be more appropriate to directly target landlords that operate 

illegally, rather than introduce a licensing scheme to help police them. 

άWhy not only apply the scheme to houses and landlords with lots of complaints rather than a 
broad-brush approach? 

Views on the scheme’s potential ability to reduce crime and deprivation 

The need to tackle crime and deprivation in Birmingham 

3.33 Although most participants did not comment on the need to tackle crime and deprivation in Birmingham, 

those who did comment agreed that it was a significant issue in need of addressing. Overcrowding, poorly 

maintained housing, and incidents of crime and antisocial behaviour were said to be genuine concerns and 

that the Council is right to want to tackle the issues. 

άL ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀƴǘƛǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƛƳŜΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
residents who become extremely distressed at some of the incidents of crime and anti-social 
ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊέ 

άThe numbers speak for themselves. I grew up in inner city Birmingham and can speak for a number 
of these issuesΧ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎǊŀƳƳŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƘŜŀǇ ǇƻƻǊƭȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΧ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
scheme is needeŘέ 

Scepticism about the link between private rented properties and crime / 
deprivation 

3.34 Some participants felt some scepticism about the link between private rented properties and crime / 

deprivation, leading some ask where the evidence for the crime and deprivation rates used in the forums 

had come from and how private rented properties were related to the issue. 

άIs there evidence that deprivation in Birmingham is linked to private rented housing?έ 

άIs there any research showing a correlation between housing conditions and crime?έ 

άWhat evidence is there that this scheme is going to work?έ 

3.35 This led to a small number of participants to question how the scheme was supposed to tackle crime and 

deprivation in Birmingham. It was also questioned if the scheme might move crime and deprivation to 

unlicenced parts of the city, rather than solve the problems. 

άHow is this going to help areas of deprivation? We are all good landlords here so how are you going 
to wheedle out the wrong ΨǳƴǎΚέ 

άIs this scheme moving problems to other areas of the city?έ 
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Feeling that landlords should not be expected to tackle crime and deprivation 

3.36 A very small number of participants expressed the feeling that they, as landlords, were not responsible for 

tackling crime and deprivation in Birmingham. Instead, it was said that the Government and the Council 

pursue other means of addressing the problem. 

άLΩƳ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ L ŀƭǎƻ ƎǊŜǿ ǳǇ ƛƴ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳΧ 
My concern is that landlords are being asked to deal social problems like deprivation and crime 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǳƴŦŀƛǊ ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΧ There needs to be an 
ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ inner city that is the job of 
the Council and Governmentέ 

Possibility of higher rent creating more deprivation 

3.37 During one of the focus groups, the risk of rent being increased as a result of the licensing costs was brought 

up again when discussing crime and deprivation. It was suggested that if rent was to increase in price 

following introduction of the licensing scheme then deprivation could be increased as a result, since many 

tenants are already struggling to afford rent at its existing cost. 

άI work in ŀ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ς Ƴŀƴȅ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ǊŜƴǘΦ LΩƳ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ 
increase rent for tenants which is already very high in Birminghamέ 

Views on the areas that would be affected by the licensing scheme 

Feeling that the chosen wards do not accurately represent pockets of crime and 
deprivation 

3.38 One participant argued that the chosen areas for the licensing scheme do not accurately represent where 

crime and deprivation exist. Instead, they said that it would be better to use a “neighbourhood-based” 

approach that targets select areas that are worst affected by deprivation. 

ά²ŀǊŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
boundaries. Within each ward there are areas of prosperity and deprivation... A more 
neighbourhood-based approach is needed to include some of the worst areas of 
deprivationΧGovernment could do something more nuanced in its approachέ 

Argument that the licence should cover a larger area 

3.39 There was a small number of participants throughout the forums who suggested that the licensing scheme 

should cover a larger area of Birmingham. The reasons given for this were that it would be unfair to only 

license a smaller area or that the scheme would be more effective at tackling crime and deprivation if it 

covered a larger area. 

ά{lightly discriminatory on landlords who just happen to have brought properties in these areas but 
end up paying increased feesέ 

ά¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǊŘǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ the scheme. I 
worry that by concentrating on certain areas we move focus away from areas that are potentially as 
ǇƻƻǊΧ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ. We need it to cover 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎέ 
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Possibility of displacing people from their homes in licensed areas 

3.40 A number of participants expressed concern that people could become displaced from the areas under the 

licensing scheme. This was said to be a potential knock-on effect of rents rising as a result of the licence, 

leading to unaffordable rent and thus displacing lower-income tenants across the city. 

άΧŀ Ǌeal possibility for displacement because of the license. Government requires a plan to manage 
displacement ς L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ƻƴŜΦ bƻǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦŀƛǊƴŜǎǎ ōǳǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘέ 

Views on the cost of the licensing fee 

Approval of the licensing cost 

3.41 Responses to the cost of the licensing fee were mixed, however there were some participants that agreed 

with the fees, stating that they were not unreasonable compared to similar schemes across the country. 

ά¢ƘŜ ŦŜŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳƴǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ LΩǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΧ LΩƳ Řisappointed, 
however, that there is no discount for accredited landlord organisations who cover most of these 
measures anywayέ 

Concern over licensing costs 

3.42 A number of participants expressed concern over the cost of the licensing fees – particularly for landlords 

with multiple properties whereby the total costs would increase dramatically. As a result, some participants 

suggested that landlords should receive discounts or part reimbursements for part of the licensing costs if 

they are compliant with the conditions and behave well. 

άaŀȅōŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ƛŦ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀƴȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέ 

3.43 One participant said that it would be fairer to vary the fees based on landlords’ income, whilst another 

questioned if there would be discounts for those in Landlords’ Associations. 

άWhere does the fee compare to the average income? Landlords have had a hard time recently with 
other government measures. If you want people involved the fee needs to be nominalέ 

3.44 Other participants expressed their disapproval of having to pay the full cost for their licence if they were to 

enter into the scheme late. It was suggested that it was an unfair disadvantage to new landlords to have 

them pay the full cost of the fee when they would be covered for less time. 

άI was perplexed by the licensing being 5 years and if you decided in the 2nd year of the scheme to 
ƎŜǘ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƎƎŜǊ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ƛǘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛƴ о ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜέ 

Concern over the calculation of the costs 

3.45 One participant questioned how the costs had been calculated and how the issue would be mitigated if the 

cost of the scheme was to be either higher or lower than predicted.  
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άL ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘΦ LΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
the fact you think this scheme will cover 75% of privately rented property in this area. For me this 
gives a total income of £26 million. This seems like a lot of monŜȅ ŦƻǊ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴΧ 
L ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ŀƴȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘΦ !ƭǎƻΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǿƛƭƭ ǿŜ ŦŀŎŜ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōƛƭƭ ƻǊ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘΚέ 

Views on the conditions of the licence 

Agreement with the conditions 

3.46 Many participants agreed that the licensing conditions were fair and appropriate. As a result, numerous 

participants felt that they already meet the conditions that the licensing scheme would introduce. However, 

some viewed this as unnecessary duplication. 

άI do most of this anyway so not an issue for meέ 

άaƻǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ ƭƛǎǘ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜǇǳǘŀōƭŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦ bƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƭƛǎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
ƻƴŜǊƻǳǎΣ ōǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘΚέ 

Concern over landlords’ ability to carry out conditions 

3.47 Whilst some participants had expressed their approval of the conditions, others wanted to make it clear that 

certain conditions are difficult to enforce. Conditions relating to the behaviour of tenants were said to be 

particularly difficult to enforce. 

ά¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘ ƳƻǾŜǎ ƛƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǘƘŜ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƳƻƪŜ ŀƭŀǊƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΧέ 

ά[ŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ things like bins. I explain at the start of the 
ǘŜƴŀƴŎȅ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ōƛƴǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ōǳǘ L ŎŀƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ōƛƴ ƻƴ ŀ 
regular basisέ 

άhƴŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƴȅ Ǉlace 
to tell people how they should be living. My views on what is reasonable and proportionate may 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭέ 

Views on notification period for material change in circumstances affecting the 
validity and terms of a license 

3.48 One participant expressed their dissatisfaction with the condition to notify the Council within 14 days of any 

material change in circumstances that may affect the validity and terms of the license. Instead, they 

suggested that 21 days’ notice would be more appropriate in order to allow for more time for landlords that 

may be away at the time. 

Views on the condition of requiring emergency arrangements 

3.49 One participant stated that the condition concerning putting in emergency arrangements would pose 

difficulty to landlords that work alone whenever they are on holiday or similar. It was suggested that this 

could potentially be more of an issue for less professional landlords, such as those who have inherited their 

property, and could create additional hassle or cost that could be passed onto the tenant. 
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Views on inspections 

3.50 It was said that most inspections focus on compliant landlords and find little or no issues. Therefore, it was 

suggested that inspections should be risk-based, focusing on less compliant landlords. 

άLots of inspections focus on landlords who are already highly compliantΧ [ots of inspections find no 
issuesΧ lots of inspections find only very minor issues. Inspections should instead be focused on 
rogue landlords. A selective and risk-based approach is neededέ 

Need for more clarity on exemptions 

3.51 Some participants suggested that there was not enough clarity in the scheme information regarding 

exemptions. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ǿƘƻ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻǾŜǊΦ Lǘ ǘƻƻƪ ƳŜ ŀ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƻ 
figure out if I fell under this scheme or notέ 

3.52 Exempt properties were discussed to a significant extent during a number of the forums. Numerous 

participants said that there are a notable number of issues around exempt properties associated with 

antisocial behaviour and landlords taking advantage of their exemptions without providing the services to 

their tenants that they are obliged to. As a result, it was said multiple times that exempt properties should 

be re-evaluated and that many of them should lose their exempt status. 

άThere are some bad landlords in the private renting sector, but for a couple of years we have had 
ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŜƳǇǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΧ ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 
should apply to all types of rented propertyέ 

άThere is also the potential that if the Council crack down on the exempt property sector that many 
exempt properties will move out into the private rented space and fall under this scheme so you are 
potentially talking about more properties than you would expect. Have you thought about this?έ 
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4. Tenants’ & Residents’ Focus Groups 

Introduction 

4.1 In order to understand the views of Birmingham tenants in relation to the Council’s proposals for a new 

selective licensing scheme, BCC commissioned ORS to organise and facilitate five online focus groups with 

members of the public. 

4.2 Participants were recruited for the forums by Acumen Field and were recompensed for their time and effort 

in attending the meetings. The focus groups each lasted for around 1.5 – 2 hours and were successful in 

exploring the issues and encouraging wide-ranging debate and discussion related to the PRS licensing scheme 

proposed by BCC. The tenants and residents’ forums were held in late November and early December 2021, 

with the following attendances: 

Focus Group Number Date Number of Attendees 

Focus group 1 24/11/21 6 

Focus group 2 25/11/21 11 

Focus group 3 30/11/21 11 

Focus group 4 01/12/21 9 

Focus group 5 (Adjacent wards) 02/12/21 10 

4.3 Therefore, 47 residents in total took part in the meetings. The groups were recruited to ensure that tenants 

living in properties that would be covered by the proposed scheme - including some HMO tenants - were 

represented. Most participants rented privately with a few renting from the Council or housing associations 

to ensure their views were also considered. Participants were diverse by area of residence – albeit focussed 

on the 25 wards that might be covered by the proposed scheme – as well as by age, gender, ethnicity and 

working status. 

4.4 In addition, one focus group was held with tenants / residents of wards adjacent to the proposed designation 

in order to see how thoughts and concerns compared with those living in the affected areas. 

4.5 Therefore, whilst not “representative” in the same way as any survey, the five meetings, taken together, 

included a reasonable cross-section of Birmingham residents living in the areas covered by the proposed 

designation and adjacent to it.  

4.6 It should be noted that, unlike the landlords’ forums, officers from the council team were not present at four 

out of the five focus groups. It was made clear at the start the fifth group that the Council representative 

would leave the meeting if any participants were not comfortable with him present and they were able to 

register their disagreement in confidence by using the ‘Chat’ to send a message to one of the ORS 

researchers. This ensured that the residents felt comfortable to voice their views – including any which might 

be viewed as critical of BCC itself. While the participants were perhaps slightly less emphatic and robust in 
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the way that they expressed their feedback, a variety of viewpoints were still expressed and there were some 

differences of opinion. 

4.7 As with the other deliberative research activities, ORS has sought – when reporting – to provide a faithful 

and thorough account of the feedback received during the sessions. The feedback is presented thematically 

in this chapter, with sections dedicated to each broad topic covered, and ORS has included commentary on 

the discussions supported by verbatim quotes. The inclusion of these quotes is not an indication that we view 

them as more or less important than what was said by other participants; rather, the quotes included are 

those which most vividly or clearly capture the views of several or all participants, or which relate to specific 

important aspects of the discussion and the Council’s proposals. 

4.8 In addition to the above, quotes are included that identify differences of opinion and criticism or concern 

about the proposals, to ensure balance and provide BCC with important insights to consider as part of the 

ongoing process of which this consultation is one part. To aid this process of due consideration, we have 

summarised the main themes of the feedback shared at the focus groups below, before commencing the 

main body of the chapter. 

Summary of key findings 

4.9 The main findings from the focus groups were as follows: 

» Tenants recognised the poor standard of living offered in many private rented sector (PRS) 
properties across Birmingham. However, opinions differed on the potential effectiveness of the 
proposed licensing scheme as an attempt to improve housing conditions. 

» While participants recognised that some areas of Birmingham are affected by high levels of crime 
and deprivation, many questioned the suggested link between these issues and PRS housing and 
their use as conditions for the proposed scheme. 

» A major concern for participants was that the proposed licensing fees could potentially be passed 
to PRS tenants, resulting in more deprivation in the affected area.  

» Overall, most participants showed some resistance to aspects of the proposed scheme – although 
many also recognised some possible benefits in improving housing quality and quality of life, and 
providing extra security for tenants. 

» Many participants felt that council properties should be expected to attain the same standards as 
those proposed for PRS properties. Some also argued that there should be external inspections 
independent of Birmingham City Council. 

Detailed findings 

Initial views on the risks and benefits of the licensing scheme 

Some tenants and residents foresaw benefits  

4.10 In the first section of the focus groups, ORS presented some of the anticipated key risks and benefits 

associated with the licensing scheme. When asked if they agreed or disagreed that licensing would achieve 

the stated benefits, a couple of participants from each group felt it would and expressed their support for 

the scheme on the grounds of improved standards of living and reduced health deprivation in the affected 

areas.  

άLǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ Χ ¸ƻǳ ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘŀƳǇ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǘƘƳŀΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛŦ 

they had this in place then more landlords would start doing things. It would bŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀōƭŜέ 
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4.11 A few participants also felt that housing and living standards would improve as a result of landlords being 

held accountable by an external body, and others suggested that the scheme could result in better 

relationships between landlords and tenants, as they would avoid any direct confrontation over property-

related issues. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ 

came into force and it puts the responsibility back to the laƴŘƭƻǊŘέ 

άL ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ aȅ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊǎŜǊ ŜƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƛŎŜ 

ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜΦ !ǎ ŀ ǘŜƴŀƴǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

ŘƻƴŜέ 

άΧŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǿŀǎ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜŘΣ ȅou would know who they were. At the moment you just 

ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǿƘƻ ȅƻǳ Ǉŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴǘΦ !ǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŀƳŜΣ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ ǎƻƳŜ 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜƳέ 

4.12 One resident suggested that licensing could benefit landlords, as their letting/s would be more desirable as 

a result of higher standards and regulation. Another felt it would enable landlords to be more particular in 

choosing a tenant, which could subsequently reduce anti-social behaviour. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜƻǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴdlord because they could advertise as licensed. It would 

ƎƛǾŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊǳƭŜǎέ 

άLΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ƎƻǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ 

checks and everything, and I aƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǊ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ƛŘŜŀ 

ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭέ 

4.13 Some participants had mixed opinions on the risks and benefits of licensing: they felt that the scheme could 

be successful in some cases and not so successful in others depending on the quality and transparency of the 

landlord.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿed it would make some difference. Some landlords would find a way 

ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƛǘΣ ώōȅ ƴƻǘϐ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŎŀǳƎƘǘ ƻǳǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ 

ǎŜƴǎŜέ 

There were some initial concerns around the licensing scheme’s potential risks 

4.14 Despite some initial support for licensing, most tenants and residents felt less positive. The most common 

concern shared across the focus groups related to the proposed licensing fees and the risk of this cost being 

passed to tenants, particularly in the context of an increase in the cost of living more generally. This concern 

remained consistent throughout the discussions at all five groups.  

άLǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŎǳǎŜ ǘƻ Ǉŀǎǎ ώǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘϐ ƻƴΣ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊŘƻƎέ 

4.15 One tenant felt that while one of the objectives of the scheme is to reduce deprivation, the potential for 

increased rents could, in fact, cause greater deprivation in the affected areas.  

ά¢ƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƎƻŜǎ ǳǇ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ς like everything in life ς the tenant pays 

and that woǳƭŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴŎǳǊ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέ 
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4.16 Another tenant suggested that rent should be capped for all existing tenants prior to the implementation of 

the scheme. This, it was felt, could reduce the risk of tenants facing unaffordable extra costs. 

ά¸ƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǇ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ŀ ǊƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƴǘέ 

4.17 Tenants and residents also felt that certain areas would benefit less from the scheme due to lower crime and 

deprivation rates. For example, a couple felt that it is not necessary or justifiable in areas such as Edgbaston. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ L ƭƛǾŜ ƛǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΧέ 

4.18 A few tenants across all five groups raised initial concerns around the reference process. Some considered 

this to be a negative aspect of the proposed licensing scheme that could cause further division and ‘classism’ 

in the affected area.  

ά¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ǇŀǎǎŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎƛƴƎΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ǿƛƭƭ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ŧŀƛƭ 

ŦƻǊ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΤ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƳƳƻƴΦ ¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ earning a very high amount and pass so 

Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƘŜŎƪǎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŜƭǇέ 

άLǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƛǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ȅŜǘ ŀƎŀƛƴέ 

4.19 One person also suggested that the reference component of the scheme is contradictory to its aims and 

objectives. 

ƛŦ ƛǘǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀƪŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ŧŀƭƭ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƘǳǊŘƭŜ ǘƘŀƴ 

ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻŦŦ ŀƴȅǿŀȅ 

4.20 The importance of understanding certain communities within the affected area, and why crime and 

deprivation rates are at such high levels, was highlighted. One participant felt there needs to be a better 

understanding of who commits these crimes and why they do so. They felt that a better understanding of 

different cultures and communities would deliver a more effective solution to crime and deprivation. 

4.21 Concerns around tenant security were raised around eviction. Some participants felt that tenants could be 

negatively impacted if landlords held them responsible for council interference in the property. 

ά¸ƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩre supposed to do and the 

tenant is complaining, the landlord might get a bit annoyed and the landlord could give them their 

ƴƻǘƛŎŜέ 

4.22 Finally in terms of initial concerns, there was some feeling that the scheme is unnecessary in many cases, as 

there are already similar standards and schemes in place when renting through estate agents. Moreover, it 

was said that most of the proposed licence conditions are already mandated by law. 

άLǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ǊŜǇŀŎƪŀƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭŘέ 

άLΩǾŜ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ƭƛƪŜ ǿƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴǘ ƻŦŦŜǊǎΤ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭȅ 

ƳŀƴƎŜŘ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊΦ {ƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

governmenǘ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜ ƛǘέ 
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Views on the evidence for licensing 

There was significant debate over the Council’s use of crime and deprivation as a basis for 
introducing selective licensing 

4.23 During this part of the meetings, ORS presented BCC’s evidence for introducing selective licensing in the 

designated area. When asked whether they see crime and deprivation in their locality, some people 

acknowledged some degree of criminality and deprivation. In some groups the majority recognised 

criminality and deprivation, in other a minority did so. There was significant debate over the correlation 

between the two issues and the PRS. 

4.24 As stated, many participants recognised some level of crime in their local area, the most visible being car 

theft and home burglary. Some explained that these acquisitive crime types are more prevalent in areas such 

as Edgbaston as they are more affluent. 

άLΩƳ ōȅ 9ŘƎōŀǎǘƻƴ ŎǊƛŎƪŜǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŀǊŜŀ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŎǊƛƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ 

ƳƻƴŜȅ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŀǊŜŀΣ ǎƻ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎǊƛƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ to rob the richer 

areas 

άL ƘŀǾŜ ŀ .мо ǇƻǎǘŎƻŘŜΣ ōǳǘ LΩƳ ǘƘŜ ŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ Iŀƭƭ DǊŜŜƴΦ LΩƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ 

ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŎŀǊ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘέ 

άL ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ .мо ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŎŀǊ ǎǘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ 

ƘƻƳŜǎέ 

4.25 Some others noted the presence of drug-related crime, as well as anti-social behaviour and street crime, near 

where they live. In this instance, participants did note some correlation between criminal and anti-social 

behaviour and PRS properties, houses in multiple occupation (HMOS) in particular.  

άL ǿŀǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŘǊǳƎ ŎǊime as well. When you do see private renting, you see people 

being brought out with crops of [marijuana]έ 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ Iahǎ Χ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ 

ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ǊƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŀƴǘƛ-social behaǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ŘǊǳƎ ǳǎŜέ 

4.26 Although many participants acknowledged some degree of crime, some felt that the evidence presented did 

not accurately reflect the situation in the designated area. In some groups, people said that even if they live 

elsewhere, criminals will continue to travel into the area to commit crime . In addition to this, one tenant felt 

that people in certain areas are more likely to report crimes than others, therefore weakening the accuracy 

of the evidence. 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ŎǊƛƳŜΤ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǘ ŎǊƛƳŜ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ 

I think you had Balsall Heath on there which is quite a residential area and I think those areas are 

ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ LŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ less likely 

ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

ǿƘȅ ƛǘ ƭƻƻƪǎ ǎƻ ƘƛƎƘέ 

4.27 A small number of participants acknowledged deprivation in their area, with one person highlighting 

improvements in health deprivation as one of the benefits this scheme may provide. 
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άIŜŀƭǘƘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ Ǉƭǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜέ 

4.28 Another, though, felt that the licensing scheme would create a situation in which deprivation levels worsen 

due to increased rent and barriers when applying for a tenancy. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴέ 

4.29 Despite most participants agreeing that there is evidence of crime and deprivation in their areas, many felt 

that there is no clear link between these issues and privately rented properties. This point was passionately 

made by a few participants across the groups.  

ά9ŀǊƭƛŜǊ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǊŜƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ 

think is absurd because if you look at the statistics, more crime takes place in low-income areas and 

thus less private renting. Which means the problem lies within council housing rather private 

ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎέ 

άL Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻΦ Wǳǎǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜƭȅ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ how can you 

ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǊƛƳŜΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅέ 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ 

ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нл҈ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǊŜƴǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƴƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ tŜƻǇƭŜ move there 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƴƛŎŜ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ǘƘŜǊŜέ 

4.30 Those who disputed the link felt that there are other urgent issues that need addressing across Birmingham 

prior to considering the introduction of PRS licensing. For example, a couple expressed their concern around 

homelessness and associated crime and deprivation, and others commented on a lack of policing, affordable 

housing and youth activities. 

άwŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ŦŜŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎΣ ǿƘȅ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻƴŜȅ on police? I never see 

ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ŎŀǊǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ L ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ 9ŘƎōŀǎǘƻƴέ 

ά²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƎƛƴƎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊǳƎǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊǳƎǎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊǳƎ ŘŜŀƭŜǊǎέ 

ά²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΤ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΧ 

children have ƴƻǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ƎƻΧέ 

Views on the proposed licensing fees 

4.31 ORS presented the detail of the proposed selective licensing scheme fees to participants, who were then 

asked to consider whether they are appropriate. They were also asked how, if at all, they would amend the 

fees. 

There was some positive feedback on the proposed fees… 

4.32 Although discussions around the proposed fees were mostly negative across the five groups (as reported 

below), a few tenants considered them to be appropriate and reasonable. The positive feedback was given 

in three of the five groups, the remaining two did not approve. 

4.33 Those who approved of the proposed fees felt they were a fair price to pay for a five-year licence. In fact, one 

person expressed surprise that they were so low per calendar month. 
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ά¢ƘŜ ŦŜŜǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǿƘŀǘ L ǿŀǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƻƴŜǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŦƛǾŜ-ȅŜŀǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΤ ƛǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ϻмл ŀ ƳƻƴǘƘέ 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ōŀŘ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΤ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ƎŜǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜΣ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ 

ƎŜǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘέ 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻǾŜǊ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǎǘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ LŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ϻрллΣ LΩŘ ǎŀȅ 

ƛǘΩǎ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘέ 

4.34 Others suggested that the fees need to be higher for licensing to be successful. This, they felt, would ‘sift out’ 

the poor landlords who are not prepared to pay the higher price. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǳǇΣ ȅƻǳΩƭƭ ƎŜǘ ŘŜŎŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛŎŜ 

ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǇ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘΣ Řƻ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅέ 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ Řƻ ƛǎ ǎƛŦǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀŘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎέ 

… but there were more significant concerns about higher rents as a result of imposing them 

4.35 Most of the negative feedback stemmed from the perception that the proposed fees are too high and are 

likely to be passed to tenants in the form of higher rents. Most participants felt this was unfair on existing 

tenants, especially those who already pay for a management service through an estate agent. Others felt 

that tenants with decent landlords would pay an increased rent for the quality of accommodation and service 

that they already have.  

ά¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭƻǳǎΤ ώǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜϐ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭƻǳǎ ǊƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƴǘέ 

άLǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ƭƻŀŘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊΦ L Ƨǳǎǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ Ƴȅ ƘŜŀŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƛǘέ 

4.36 Tenants also felt that the proposed fees could prompt some landlords to leave the PRS, causing further 

accommodation shortages in the area, where privately-rented properties are already scarce.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ǿƛƭƭ Ǉǳǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ƻŦŦΦ aƻǎǘ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƳƻƴŜȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ 

Ǉŀȅ ŜȄǘǊŀ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘΦΦΦέ 

άhǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

another that makes them not want to be a landlƻǊŘ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ 

ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǊŜƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ L Řƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ƘƛƎƘέ 

4.37 A couple of tenants particularly disagreed with the “excessive” extra charge of £80 for changes to the licence. 

They felt this could also disincentivise landlords, causing further issues. 

ά²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦŜŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ǉǳǘ ƳŜ ƻŦŦΦ [ƛƪŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ƳƻǾŜǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ 

Ǉŀȅ ϻулΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜέ 

4.38 Again, a couple of tenants felt that the proposed fees (and indeed licensing in general) represent an 

unnecessary cost to promote standards that already exist in private rented properties – not least as landlords 

already attain the certificates and other requirements through mortgage and insurance arrangements. 
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Indeed, the whole scheme was viewed by some as a way for Birmingham City Council to make money, rather 

than a genuine attempt to solve stated issues1.  

άLŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōǳȅ-to-ƭŜǘ ƳƻǊǘƎŀƎŜ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ like 

ŦƛǊŜ ŀƭŀǊƳǎέ 

ά[ŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΩ ŦŜŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ ƘƛƎƘέ 

άώ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭϐ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

ƻƴΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƻƴŜȅέ 

4.39 Conversely however, the fees were considered too low to incite any real change by a few participants, who 

argued that they will do nothing to achieve the goals of reducing crime and deprivation. Participants felt 

licensing posed no real threat to criminal activity, and criminals would face no consequences from the 

changes. They did not advocate increases however, rather suggesting the Council should find alternative 

means to address these issues. 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǎƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴέ 

ά¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƻƻ ƘƛƎƘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ƻƴǘƻ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƻƻ ƭƻǿ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƴȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴέ 

Only one amendment to the proposed fee structure was suggested 

4.40 The tenants were asked how, if at all, they would amend the proposed licensing fees. Only one suggestion 

was made for fees to be divided 50/50 between landlords and tenants to avoid disagreement between the 

two parties.  

Views on the proposed licensing conditions 

Views were mixed on the appropriateness of the proposed licensing conditions 

4.41 ORS presented summaries of the proposed ‘mandatory’ and ‘prescribed’ licence conditions, before tenants 

and residents were asked if they seem appropriate. Overall, opinions were divided fairly evenly around 

whether or not the conditions are sufficiently comprehensive. 

4.42 A few tenants and residents in each group felt that the proposed conditions άŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘέ, not least as it 

is not landlords’ responsibly to address crime and deprivation. 

ά/ǊƛƳƛƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘΩǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ 

Ŏƻǎǘ ǘƻ ŜǾƛŎǘ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƘǳƎŜέ 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ΧΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘ ǘƻ ŦƛȄ ŀƴǘƛ-social behaviour, 

ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŜǾƛŎǘ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŀƴȅǿŀȅέ 

4.43 On the other hand, a similar number of tenants felt that the proposed conditions are appropriate, though 

some doubted how well they would be met. Others again felt that they are already in place through other 

means. 

 

 
1 It should be noted that it was explained at least three times in each group that the fees could only be used to pay for the licensing 
scheme and nothing else.  
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άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ and reasonable. But again, it all depends on how this licence is going 

ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΦ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛǎέ 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ Řƻέ 

ά{ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΚέ 

άDŀǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦ Lǘǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜΣ ǎƻ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ 

Ǉŀȅ ŜȄǘǊŀ ǘƻ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳ /ƛǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭέ 

4.44 Only one specific additional condition was raised in the focus groups: one person felt that the property being 

habitable should be a standard condition of the licensing. 

άLǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀōƭŜΦ ¸ƻǳΩŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ƛǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ 

ŘŜŎŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέ 

Balance of opinion 

4.45 After all the relevant information on the proposed licensing scheme had been presented to participants, ORS 

posed the question, ‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with the introduction of licensing in the 

designated area?’ via an online poll. This final discussion session also gave tenants the opportunity to give 

any additional views on the proposals that were not covered previously.  

4.46 The results of the polls were mixed across the focus groups. The results show that 4 completely agree with 

licensing, 17 agree to some extent, 7 neither agree nor disagree, 12 disagree to some extent, 5 completely 

disagree, and 2 chose not to participate. Each group showed a fairly even distribution of responses, with no 

strong majority either way. However, there was a slight majority in favour of licensing across the groups. 

4.47 In explaining why they ‘voted’ in the way they did, one participant at the adjacent wards group disagreed 

with the scheme for fear that any issues associated with crime and deprivation would simply migrate to the 

areas surrounding the designated wards. 

ά¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ L ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅΧέ 

4.48 Others believed that money could be better spent elsewhere in efforts to reduce crime and deprivation. 

ά!ƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛƴƎΣ ȅƻǳǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ [ƛŎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΚ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŎǊƛƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ 

ƳƻƴŜȅ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǘέ 

4.49 A few people took the opportunity at this stage to express a lack of trust in BCC, with one even suggesting 

that an external body should conduct any future property inspections to ensure independence and 

transparency. 

άLŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴŀƴǘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ƛŘŜŀέ 

άL ŀƎǊŜŜΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘΦ {ƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

landlords. The issue is the Council here; no-one has trust in the CƻǳƴŎƛƭέ 
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4.50 Moreover, many tenants and residents also complained about the perceived poor quality of some council 

properties across the city, suggesting that they too should be subject to some sort of licensing scheme to 

raise standards. Some of the many typical comments on this issue can be seen below.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳ /ƛǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻok at themselves because some of their properties 

ŀǊŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ŘƛǎƎǊŀŎŜŦǳƭέ 

άaƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳ Ŏƛǘȅ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǾŜǊŎǊƻǿŘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻǊǘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŦƛǊǎǘέ 

ά¢ƘŜȅ όŎƻǳƴŎƛƭύ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƨƻōǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊΦ L ƪƴƻǿ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻƴΩǘ even fix the lightbulb 

ƻǊ ōƻƛƭŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ Ŧŀǳƭǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎέ 

ά¸ƻǳ ǎŀȅ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ 

properties what gives them the right to inspect these properties? Some people have mould in their 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ-ƻǿƴŜŘΣ ǎƻΧέ 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ƻǳǘ ōǳǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǇǊƛǾŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ώŦǳƭƭ ƻŦϐ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 

than private renting? Crime is more prevalent in council estates. Are they getting the same degree of 

ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎΚέ 

4.51 Finally, a few people questioned why the designated area only encompasses some wards, rather than all of 

Birmingham. 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ƛǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǿƘȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƻŦ .ƛǊƳƛƴƎƘŀƳΚέ 
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5. Written Submissions 

Introduction 

5.1 During the formal consultation process, 23 organisations and individuals provided written submissions. Some 

of these were from organisations representing landlords and agents, or tenants and residents (including 

vulnerable groups or individuals). Others were received from stakeholder bodies and organisations, as well 

from local councillors, private companies, individual landlords, and local residents. 

5.2 ORS has read all the written submissions and summarised them in this chapter; none have been disregarded 

even if they are not expressed in a ‘formal’ way. It is a painstaking but necessary process to identify the main 

issues raised by respondents. 

5.3 Submissions received from the following named organisations, along with four lengthy and detailed 

submissions from landlords, have been summarised individually in the chapter below.  

5.4 Of the 23 written responses, 11 were from individuals, 2 from local politicians and 10 were from 

representatives of organisations. Contributions were as follows: 

» 6 individual landlords 

» 5 individual residents 

» 1 local Councillor 

» 1 local Member of Parliament (MP) 

» 4 representatives of organisations representing landlords or accreditation companies 

» 5 representatives of organisations representing residents 

» 1 representative of another organisation 

Summary of key findings 

5.5 The written submissions considered in this chapter vary between brief statements and detailed documents, 

sometimes being strongly polarised in their views. Therefore, readers are encouraged to consult the 

remainder of the chapter below for a full account of the views expressed. However, the following overview 

gives a sense of the types of issues raised. 

Landlords were largely opposed to the proposals and questioned how the 
scheme would reduce crime and deprivation 

5.6 All of the responses from individual landlords and representatives of landlords displayed a great deal of 

scepticism and disapproval of the proposals. The most common reasons given for this were the believe that 

the PRS licensing scheme proposed would discourage new investment from private landlords, be ineffective 

at reducing crime, deprivation, and antisocial behaviour, and that the costs of the licence would be passed 

on to the tenant by increasing their rent. This concern about the possibility of the licensing scheme resulting 

in an increase in rent was also echoed by one of the individual residents that responded. 
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5.7 Multiple responses also questioned how the Council expected a PRS licence to result in lower deprivation 

and crime rates as it claimed that it would, suggesting that there was little-to-no evidence for how this would 

happen. As a result, it was suggested in two of the responses that if the licensing scheme was to be 

introduced, then information on its success should be assessed regularly and made publicly available. One of 

these responses suggested that this should take place in the form of an annual summary report of outcomes, 

demonstrating to tenants and landlords the improvements made as a result of the licensing scheme, as well 

as its overall impacts. 

Residents expressed their approval of the proposals 

5.8 All bar one of the responses from individuals expressed their support for the proposals, whilst the responses 

from politicians and representatives of Residents Associations did the same, believing that the scheme would 

help reduce crime, deprivation, antisocial behaviour, and the overall number of “rogue” landlords in the 

areas affected by the licensing scheme. Some of these responses also expressed hope that the scheme would 

see a reduction in ‘bulky’ waste and provide an opportunity to improve energy efficiency and flood resilience 

in these areas due to the improvements that landlords would have to make to their properties. 

The proposed £80 variance fee is unlawful and should therefore be removed 

5.9 The National Residential Landlords Association (NRLA) wrote to express a number of significant grievances 

with the proposals. The most strikingly important of these was the statement that according to the Housing 

Act 2004, it is legal to charge for the application process of a PRS licence, however it is not legal to charge for 

the variation process of a licence, regardless of how big the variations may be. As a result, the NRLA suggested 

that the £80 variation fee proposed for the licensing scheme be removed. 

Numerous residents of said that the licence should be extended to Handsworth 
Wood and / or based on a neighbourhood approach 

5.10 Five different residents of Handsworth Wood wards wrote not only to express their support for the proposed 

PRS licensing scheme, but to request that the scheme be extended to their ward in the hope that it would 

prevent issues in licensed wards from being intensified in their own (unlicensed) ward. 

5.11 Two of these responses requested that the licensing scheme be extended to the whole of Handsworth Wood 

ward, whilst the other three suggested that it should be extended to area north of Oxhill Road, known as the 

“Handsworth Wood Triangle”. These recommendations were coupled with the argument that the licensing 

scheme should target ‘problem neighbourhoods’ where private rent, crime and deprivation are notably high, 

rather than targeting entire wards. 

Residents suggested that ‘bulky’ waste should be considered in the licensing 
requirements 

5.12 Responses from residents and local politicians expressed their hope that the introduction of the PRS licensing 

scheme would reduce environmental crime by reducing the incentive to dispose of ‘bulky’ waste (such as 

household furniture) illegally. The representative of the Residents Association that responded said that 

ensuring landlords dispose of such waste appropriately should be part of the licensing agreement.  

Many responses said that the Council should provide landlords more clarity and 
support for landlords regarding their requirements to tenants 

5.13 Whilst all of the responses from landlords expressed their disapproval of the proposals, some also made 

suggestions / requests for measures to be put in place if the proposals should go ahead. One such request 
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was that the Council provide a policy on how it will determine a landlord to be suitable and likely to comply 

with the licence’s requirements. The NRLA also requested the that the Council provide clarification on their 

policy for helping a landlord when a section 21 notice is served, the property is overcrowded, or the tenant 

is causing antisocial behaviour. 

5.14 Meanwhile, there was a suggestion that the Council would be able to uphold the quality of landlords more 

effectively by helping them to find quality tradespeople for maintenance such as plumbing and building. It 

was said it can be difficult to find tradespeople that are not “cowboys” and so the help would be welcomed 

by landlords and effective at improving the quality of their service tenants. 

5.15 The response from the representative of the Residents Association also made suggestions that the Council 

should provide an enforcement policy for tenants and their neighbours and publish a template of a tenancy 

agreement for landlords to specify to tenants what they should expect from the Landlord, given the new 

licensing scheme. 

Suggestions for HMOs 

5.16 Both one of the landlords and one of the residents that responded gave a number of suggestions for HMOs, 

with both suggesting that many tenants in HMOs and supported accommodation are not receiving the 

support that their landlord should be providing.  

5.17 The landlord that wrote about HMOs and supported accommodation suggested that the Council should 

require more information from landlords of these types of accommodation, categorising and defining its 

payments for services provided, if possible, in order to prevent landlords from taking advantage of the 

system.  

5.18 The resident that wrote about HMOs and supported / exempt accommodation claimed that their area is 

suffering from “overconcentration” of these forms of accommodation as the result of poor practice from 

private landlords. The landlord that wrote about the subject also suggested a problem with these forms of 

accommodation, suggesting that if large landlords with portfolios of large HMOs that are mostly supported 

accommodation are unable to find tenants in need of support, then they should take in the tenants for the 

usual price of a non-supported HMO. It was said that this prevent tenants from becoming stuck in supported 

accommodation HMOs when they no longer need / want to be. 
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Landlords and associated organisations 

Private Landlord Steering Group 

Scepticism over the relationship between private rental properties and high crime rates 

5.19 The Private Landlord Steering Group questioned what the evidence was that private rental properties were 

linked to crime and antisocial behaviour, arguing that their past investigations have suggested that high crime 

rates are more closely related to hospitals and supermarkets. Therefore, the organisation requested that the 

Council provide evidence for how crime rates around private rented accommodation compares with social 

housing and owned properties. This also led them to request more information on how the Council came to 

its conclusion that the PRS licensing scheme was the appropriate way to lower crime rates in the chosen 

wards. 

Need for clarity on how the PRS scheme will be used to tackle issues 

5.20 It was stated that whilst the Council had made many claims that the PRS scheme would help to tackle issues 

such as crime, deprivation and antisocial behaviour, there has not been enough information made available 

on how it will tackle these issues and how it will deliver value for money. The validity of the information that 

has been made available was also called into question, arguing that as certain references are as old as 2015 

then the Council could have made more impact in the time between then and now. 

Alternative options were said to have been given too little consideration, being put forward poorly. It was 

suggested that working with charities that support tenants against criminal landlords, such as those who do 

not protect their deposits, would have a major impact on criminal landlords and reward tenants for reporting 

them by putting them in a position to find better accommodation. 

Questioning the Council’s ability to uphold the scheme and where its priorities should lie 

5.21 The group argued that BCC has a poor record with processing mandatory licences for HMOs. As this is likely 

to relate to some of the most vulnerable tenants, it was therefore suggested that the Council ought to 

improve its record in processing these mandatory licences and then use the experience gained from it to 

begin addressing further issues within the city.  

Need to address rental properties’ EPCs 

5.22 Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs) for rental properties were also discussed by the Private Landlords 

Steering Group. It was asked what work the Council had done to address rental properties with EPCs of F and 

G, suggesting that these were clear evidence of criminal landlords and that they should therefore be 

addressed.  

5.23 The group also requested to see the impact assessment on how licensing will impact compliant landlords’ 

ability to meet the new Minimum Energy Efficiency Standards (MEES) requirement of all properties having 

an EPC of C or above by 2025, with a likely cost requirement of £5-10k per property. 

Concern over future investment in the city as a result of the PRS licensing scheme and Article 4 
Directive 

5.24 The Private Landlord Steering Group expressed their concern over the future of investment in Birmingham 

as a result of it potentially having a new PRS licensing scheme in addition to the Article 4 Directive. It was 

questioned if investors would still be likely to invest in landlords in Birmingham and in the city in general, or 

if the costs associated with these initiatives would lead investors to avoid the city. The potential effect of this 

on house prices and prospective first-time buyers was also called into question. 
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5.25 The group also requested information on the impacts that the Article 4 Directive has had on the housing 

supply in Birmingham and for evidence of its positive impact in Selly Oak over the last decade. It was 

suggested that if the Directive has had a positive impact on the city then it should form part of the Council’s 

supporting evidence for the introduction of the PRS licensing scheme. The group went on to suggest that the 

directive had actually had a negative impact on the city, increase housing prices and therefore likely 

worsening homelessness rates. 

Concern over the number of wards that would be affected by the licence 

5.26 The size of the area proposed for the scheme was said to be too large and therefore equivalent to introducing 

a citywide Article 4 Directive. Therefore, it was suggested that a much smaller area should be piloted for the 

scheme first. 

Potential issues with mandatory licensing on large HMOs 

5.27 The submission argues that the licence fee cost breakdown and conditions is at odds with the mandatory 

licensing scheme currently in place on HMOs. It was suggested that this could lead to landlords of HMOs 

paying significantly more than other landlords for all of their licensing fees, likely leading to the costs being 

challenged and refunds being sought. 

Concern over additional licensing 

5.28 Finally, the Private Landlords Steering Group expressed its concern over the Council’s suggestion of the 

potential need for additional licensing, projecting two schemes being in place by 2023, and questioned the 

Council’s motives for it. 
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Landlord Organisations, Landlords and Agents 

National Residential Landlord Association 

Scepticism over how the scheme will achieve its goals 

5.29 The submission from the NRLA claimed that the Council “misjudges” the PRS licensing scheme as a tool for 

reducing crime. It was said that such licences are tools for addressing property conditions and not the likes 

of burglary and environmental crime. Offering grants to tenants for home security improvements and 

strengthening community ties with police and voluntary organisations were said to be alternatives to the 

scheme that might be more effective in reducing such crimes. 

5.30 The NRLA also pointed out that securing entry points, i.e., secure doors and locks, fall under the Housing 

Health and Safety Rating System (HHSRS) and Section 11 of the Landlords and Tenants Act. As a result, it was 

suggested that the PRS licensing scheme should not be needed. 

5.31 In addition to their doubt that the scheme would reduce crime, the NRLA’s submission questioned how it 

would reduce the number of empty homes in Birmingham. It went on to suggest that the Council should 

provide more evidence of its strategy for how a PRS licence would reduce the number of empty homes. 

The proposed £80 variance fee is unlawful and should therefore be removed  

5.32 The NRLA called attention to the fact that whilst the Housing Act 2004 allows Councils to charge for the 

application process of a PRS licence, it does not allow them to charge for the variation process of a licence 

regardless of how big the variations may be. As a result, the NRLA suggested that the £80 variation fee 

proposed is unlawful and should therefore be removed. 

Doubt over the Council’s existing efforts to tackle issues 

5.33 The submission from the NRLA called into question numerous previous and existing attempts to tackle issues 

in the city of Birmingham. Firstly, the submission quoted the Council’s statements on their historical efforts 

to tackle issues property conditions and management. In response, the submission argued that data from a 

series of freedom of information requests show that the Council have not issued any Overcrowding Notices 

between 2018 – 2021, and only 12 Prohibition Orders during the same period. The submission also 

questioned why the Council had only issued 67 civil penalties between 2018 to 2021 as well. 

5.34 The NRLA went on to say that it is unclear what other enforcement activity the Council has taken part in 

within private rented sector as no outline or further statistical data has been presented to show what 

enforcement activity has already been carried out in the proposed wards. As an example the submission 

questioned the number of environmental health officers current employed by the Council to address related 

issues and how many would be employed after the licence was brought into place. 

5.35 The NRLA’s submission also questioned the reason for the Council’s backlog of mandatory HMO licence 

applications. It was also stated that the Council’s previous claim that mandatory HMO licence applications 

take an average of 56 calendar days was not precise and should be answered more accurately. 

Request of an annual summary of the licence’s effectiveness 

5.36 Finally, the NRLA requested that the Council produce an annual report of the proposed scheme’s success, 

should it be introduced. The group posted that such a report setting out the improvements to behaviour and 

overall impact of the licensing scheme would be beneficial to landlords and tenants in understanding the 

significance of the scheme.  
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Strong disagreement with the PRS licensing scheme overall 

5.37 The submission ended by stating that the NRLA has a shared interest with Birmingham City Council in 

ensuring a high-quality private rented sector but that it strongly disagrees that the introduction of a selective 

licensing is the most effective approach to achieve this aim both in the short term and long term. 

Safeagent 

5.38 Safeagent is an accreditation company that operates across the UK. In their submission, they stated that they 

support initiative such as selective licensing as long as they are “in a way that takes account of the PRS’ own 

efforts to promote high standards”. 

Importance of definitive and timely advice for landlords 

5.39 In their submission, Safeagent stressed that if the licence were to be introduced then it would be vital that 

landlords can access definitive advice quickly and accessibly. This was said to be particularly important 

regarding situations beyond the landlord’s control that prevent them from submitting an application.  

5.40 Additionally, it was suggested that administrative errors and delays on the Council’s part should be added to 

the list of defences for landlords. 

Regular information on the implementation of the scheme should be made easily available to 
allow the Council to work in partnership with landlords and other stakeholders 

5.41 Safeagent suggested that regular information on the implementation of the scheme should be made easily 

and clearly available to local landlord and agent forums, representative bodies, and other stakeholders. It 

was said that this would allow the Council to work in partnership with landlords, agents, and other 

stakeholders more effectively as a result. 

5.42 The following information was said to be the minimum that should be provided: 

❖ The estimated number of private rented properties that require licensing under the selective licensing 

schemes; 

❖ The number of applications received in respect of these properties; 

❖ Progress in processing (granting, querying or refusing) the licence applications received; 

❖ Analysis of the reasons for any queries or refusals and the extent to which remedial action is identified 

and taken as a result; 

❖ Analysis of the outcomes of ongoing inspections and the extent to which remedial action is identified and 

taken as a result; 

❖ Progress reports across the whole 5-year period covered by the scheme. 

Importance of focussing efforts on criminal landlords rather than reputable landlords 

5.43 The submission stressed the importance of having the regulations relating to the licence focussed on 

addressing irresponsible and criminal landlords, rather than on administrative matters for responsible 

landlords. Safeagent urged the Council to work closely with accredited letting and management agents in 

order to help ensure that this is the case. 
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Suggested that a discount be offered to landlords who are members of recognised national 
accreditation bodies 

5.44 Safeagent argued that the cost of the proposed licence was high compared to other local authorities in 

England and that therefore a “significant” discount should be offered to landlords who are members of 

recognised national accreditation bodies. This was justified by the argument that such landlords would clearly 

be less likely to be non-compliant with relevant regulations. 

Landlords offering permanent accommodation to homeless people should be given a licence 
free of charge 

5.45 The submission also argued that the landlords offering permanent accommodation the homeless should not 

be charged for their licence. The argument for this was that those landlords doing this are helping the Council 

to achieve its Homelessness and Rough Sleeping strategy and therefore should not be discouraged. 

5.46 It was also suggested that this strategy could be more structured if the council were to enter into partnership 

arrangements whereby lettings agents would source properties for Council referrals of homeless people or 

those at risk of homelessness. 

PRS licences should last for 5years from their administration rather than within the set 5year 
periods 

5.47 Safeagent also suggested that it would be anti-competitive to charge landlords for the full price of the fee 

midway into the 5-year designation period, as this would effectively result in some landlords incurring 

significantly higher costs, such as in the case of engaging or changing a license holding managing agent. 

Therefore, it was recommended that each individual licence should last 5-years from the date that it is 

awarded, or that the licensing fee should be charged on a “pro-rata” basis. 

Individual landlords 

5.48 Six individual landlords submitted written responses. These varied between landlords that are also residents 

of Birmingham, landlords that own property in Birmingham but live away, keen investment landlords, and 

landlords looking to sell their properties (also for varied reasons). The length and depth of responses also 

varied between brief paragraphs expressing a particular grievance and lengthy documents discussing in-

depth thoughts and opinions on the proposed PRS scheme. 

Request for exemption of licence costs for landlords caught in the “cladding crisis” 

5.49 Two landlords wrote about that financial hardship that they already find themselves in due to the “cladding 

crisis” whereby they are unable to afford the costs of improving cladding but unable to sell their property 

before the work has been done, due to the law. Both landlords therefore expressed concerns about the fee 

that would be introduced for the PRS licence, with one landlord claiming that it could push them into 

bankruptcy whilst the other said that it could lead them into “financial spiral”. 

5.50 In response to these concerns, both submissions requested that landlords caught in this financial difficult be 

exempt of the licensing fee. One of these submissions also suggested that the exemption should be given to 

all landlords of modern apartment blocks. 

5.51 Additionally, a third landlord discussed the cladding requirements that they had to meet before selling their 

property, stating that whilst they are desperate to sell their property it would take them another year to 

complete the cladding first. Therefore, they suggested that if they are forced to pay for a licence when they 

have the intention of selling their property once the required cladding work is finished, then they should be 

offered a refund on fee once they have made the sale. 
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Disapproval of the cost of the licensing fee and belief that it would be passed onto tenants 

5.52 Three of the six individual landlords that responded said that they believed the cost of the licence fee would 

be handed onto tenants, with one landlord stating: “This legislation will drive up rental costs, and I will not 

hesitate to pass these costs onto the tenant”. 

5.53 This argument that the cost of the fee would be passed onto tenants was largely the result of a general 

disapproval of the potential licence fee of £650. Landlords suggested that it was unfair to charge them that 

amount when they already provided well-maintained accommodation to tenants. One landlord said that they 

would sell their property in response to the PRS licensing being introduced.  

Concern that the licence will discourage private landlords and investors 

5.54 One landlord suggested that the PRS licensing scheme should not be implemented because it would 

discourage private landlords and general investors in Birmingham. They suggested that discouraging private 

landlords would be particularly problematic because of a lack of social housing available to tenants. 

Risk of disproportionately affecting ‘small’ landlords and increasing homelessness 

5.55 Two responses from individual landlords raised concern that ‘small’ landlords would be disproportionately 

affected by the proposals because they would not have the same resources available to them as landlords 

with more properties might. One of these submissions said that homelessness could increase as a result of 

this, with smaller landlords being discouraged from providing accommodation for homeless people due to 

the increased costs. 

5.56 One of these submissions said that “presumably and understandably” the Council wants to challenge 

landlords with large portfolios of properties, or many HMOs for which they may be overcharging the Council 

for the services that they actually provide to their tenants. Whilst they said that they understood the case 

for this, they stressed the importance reputable landlords with one or only few properties must not be 

impacted too negatively.  

The Council risks making itself look ‘prejudiced’ toward private landlords 

5.57  A response from an individual landlord expressed concern that by introducing a new licence aimed at private 

landlords but not at council accommodation or social landlords, they would risk making themselves appear 

to be prejudiced against private landlords. They also referenced reports of criminal activity from social 

landlords and run-down Council property as evidence that crime and deprivation should not be attributed 

wholly to the private rent sector. 

Duplicity of responsibilities 

5.58 One landlord argued that many of the ‘new’ responsibilities and requirements that would be placed on them 

as a result of the PRS licence are actually already required of them. As an example, they said that they are 

already required to certify their gas and electricity regularly and their initial fire-soundness of the building. 

They also said that landlords are already legally responsible for stopping any antisocial behaviour by their 

tenants against other tenants or neighbours. 

Doubt over the scheme’s ability to lower crime and deprivation 

5.59 One submission claimed that without giving the money raised by the scheme to poorer tenants in the area, 

it was hard to see how deprivation would be lowered by a PRS scheme, since no clear evidence on how this 

would work. In addition, they said that it was ‘tenuous’ to suggested that burglary could be decreased by the 

scheme as private landlords already have more reason to provide the accommodation with secure locks than 

council properties and social landlords and council do. 
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Discounts should not be given to landlords who are members of accreditation companies 

5.60 Whereas the submission from Safeagent argued that landlords who are members of accreditation companies 

should be given discounts on the licensing fees, there was a landlord that wrote to disagree with this. Whilst 

they did not approve of the licence, they also argued that such discounts should not be made available 

because membership of accreditation companies does not confirm that a landlord will take the advice that 

they are given by the organisation. 

The Council should help landlords to find reputable tradespeople 

5.61 Finally, one landlord wrote that most private landlords genuinely try to provide their tenants with high quality 

maintenance of their accommodation, but that they often struggle to find high quality tradespeople. 

Therefore, they suggested that if the Council were to aid landlords in finding “competent and honest” 

tradespeople for plumbing, building work, electrician work, and decorating, etc. 

5.62 They also said that whilst comparison sites might appear to be useful for this, they can actually be problematic 

since by the time a customer can leave a review of a tradesperson, that tradesperson will know their name, 

address and job, etc. Therefore, customers who are dissatisfied are much less likely to write a review. As a 

result, it was said that help from the Council in finding honest tradespeople would be far more effective. 

Residents and associated organisations 

Hinstock Residents Associations 

Support for the need to register properties and their landlords 

5.63 The Residents Association stated that, in general, they agree with the need to register of privately rented 

properties and their landlords. However, they also made a number of recommendations / requests regarding 

the proposed PRS licensing scheme. 

Publication of information about landlords 

5.64 The Association suggested that tenants should be able to access certain information regarding their 

landlords. Firstly, they suggested that the Council ought to publish a template of a Tenancy Agreement for 

landlords to specify to tenants what they should expect from their landlord. 

5.65 They also requested that the Council should publish the method that they will use to determine that a 

landlord is suitable and will comply with the requirements and be mindful of responsibility to fellow 

neighbours. In addition, it was said that the Council’s enforcement policy should be made available for 

tenants and neighbours. 

5.66 Another suggestion was that when a landlord is not registered with the Council but still lets their property, 

either their name or that of the letting company should be publicly registered with the Council and be made 

known to neighbours. 

5.67 Finally, it was said that landlords should have indemnity insurance so that compensation is available when 

they have issues in their accommodation. 

The licence should require landlords to remove ‘bulky’ waste such as furniture 

5.68 It was suggested that there is currently a problem with litter in front gardens and pavements causing hazard 

and compromising health & wellbeing of residents. Therefore, the Association requested that part of the 

agreement should insist on landlords ensuring that waste items, including unwanted and broken furniture is 

properly disposed of legally and effectively.  
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Concern over tenants’ requirement to obtain a reference 

5.69 The Hinstock Residents Association’s submission raised concern over the proposal that would have tenants 

require a reference to give to landlords. The reason given for this concern was that as Birmingham is a 

multicultural city with many international residents, migrants in the city may struggle to provide references. 

As a result, they could be more likely to be coerced into poor / illegal living conditions by unscrupulous 

landlords. 

Suggestion that the target of improving 1000 properties PA is too small 

5.70 Finally, the submission from the Hinstock Residents Association suggested that the Councils target to improve 

1000 properties per annum was too low, given the size and number of the wards that would come under the 

licensing scheme. 

Antrobus Road Residents’ Action Group 

Support for the proposed licensing scheme and the need to tackle crime 

5.71 The chair of the Antrobus Road Residents’ Action Group (ARRAG) wrote to give their community’s approval 

of the Council’s proposals, stating that they “strongly support the proposal to introduce selective licensing in 

our ward”.  

5.72 Crime and antisocial behaviour were said to be emanating from private rented property with poor 

management from landlords, a significant problem urgently requiring “coherent and coordinated action”. 

The submission said that street meetings with the police have revealed that the majority of “calls for service” 

come from exempt accommodations and HMOs. 

5.73 The submission also expressed hope that the scheme would lead to the Council having a more accurate 

database of private rented properties, leading to decisions and actions being made based on up-to-date and 

accurate information. 

Request for selective licensing to be extended to Handsworth Wood  

5.74 Finally, the submission expressed residents’ surprise that the Handsworth Wood ward had not been included 

in the area that would come under the selective licensing scheme. This area was said to have similar problems 

to its neighbouring wards, struggling with crime and deprivation. As a result, it was requested that the PRS 

licensing scheme be extended to the Handsworth Wood ward, or to the “triangle of deprivation” / 

“Handsworth Wood Triangle” area north of Oxhill Road at the very least. 
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Handsworth Wood Residents Association 

Request for selective licensing to be extended to the “triangle of deprivation”   

5.75 As with the ARRAG, the Handsworth Wood Residents Association requested that the proposed PRS licensing 

be extended to the “triangle of deprivation” / “Handsworth Wood triangle”. This area was said to be one 

neighbourhood made up of three wards: the southern part of Handsworth Wood Ward and the northern 

sections of Handsworth Ward and Holyhead Ward. 

5.76 It was said that whilst Handsworth Wood Ward is one of the least deprived wards in Birmingham, ‘the 

triangle’ suffers greatly from crime, deprivation, and a poor quality PRS. In their own calculations, it was said 

that PRS, crime rates, and the level of deprivation in ‘the triangle’ are all higher than the city averages. As a 

result, ‘the triangle’ was said to be comfortably within the Council’s criteria for PRS licensing. 

5.77 The submission explained that residents of Handsworth Wood Ward are aware that ‘the triangle’ has been 

targeted by police and the Council’s Community Safety unit interventions for considerable amount of time, 

with issues including organised gangs, murder, and extreme antisocial behaviour. Therefore, it was asked to 

what extent the Council had sought the views of the police. 

Concern over poor quality HMOs and exempt accommodation in ‘the triangle’ 

5.78 HMOs and the private rent sector in general were said to be particularly poor in the ‘triangle’, with part of 

the neighbourhood being declared an Area of Restraint in 1994 and seeing little improvement since. The 

concentration of HMOs in ‘the triangle’ was also said to be particularly high, making the issue more of a 

concern again. It was acknowledged that the Area of Restraint was rescinded in December of 2021, however 

this was said to have been the result of the Council’s move toward a city-wide approach to the control of 

HMOs.  

5.79  The submission went on to suggest that the Council’s data on the number of HMOs in ‘the triangle’ may be 

inaccurate, according to the Association’s own research. Concentration of exempt accommodation was also 

said to be particularly high in the area. 

5.80 The high number or HMOs and exempt accommodations were said to correlate heavily with poor PRS and 

high crime rates and deprivation. Therefore, it was suggested that the Council ought to address these issues 

within ‘the triangle’.   

Risk of underhanded landlords moving to ‘the triangle’ 

5.81 The submission also expressed concern that if ‘the triangle’ was not covered by the PRS licensing scheme, 

then the characteristics already mentioned (existing poor quality PRS, high concentration of HMOs, etc.) 

would make it an ideal area for underhanded landlords seeking to avoid the licensing fee.  

5.82 The potential for underhanded landlords to move to ‘the triangle’ if it is not included in the licensing area 

was also said to be a risk to the Council’s aim to conserve single family households. It was said that there are 

a significant number of large Victorian 3–4-bedroom houses in the neighbourhood that are “locked in the 

HMO sector”. Therefore, it was said that the availability of these homes to families could become worse again 

landlords move to the area to avoid licensing fees and create more HMOs. 

Concern of Equality of Impact Assessment 

5.83 Finally, the submission expressed concern over the BAME community in Birmingham and how they are 

disproportionately impacted by low quality housing in the city. For this reason, it was suggested that “tackling 

substandard PRS housing, high deprivation and crime in areas of high BAME representation is critical if the 

Council is to meet its equality obligations”. In addition, prevent family households from being converted into 

HMOs was said to be particularly likely to benefit BAME residents. 
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5.84 The Handsworth Wood Residents Association suggested that it may be beneficial for the Council to revisit its 

Equalities Impact statement with this in mind. 

Perry Barr Constituency Housing Action Group 

Request for selective licensing to be extended to the ‘the triangle’   

5.85 Once again, it was suggested that ‘the triangle’ should be included within the licensing area. It was said that 

to exclude the neighbourhood from the licensing scheme would be a “huge loss of opportunity” to tackle 

crime, deprivation, and poor PRS standards. 

5.86 It was also said that excluding the neighbourhood would be detrimental to residents of the area as they 

would not see the benefits that licenced wards would, whilst it would also be detrimental to the Council’s 

goals since crime and deprivation would see no improvement there and the single household family housing 

market would remain weak there. 

Birmingham city wide housing / Exempt Accommodation Forum Group 

Support for the PRS licensing scheme 

5.87 The submission stated the organisation’s support for the introduction of the PRS licensing scheme, stating 

that a PRS licence – given appropriate resources and consistent implementation – would be likely to raise the 

PRS standards in Birmingham. It was also said that improved visibility of landlords as a result of the scheme 

would make landlords less likely to attempt converting their rented accommodation into exempt properties. 

Suggestion of a ‘Ward Plus’ approach 

5.88 The submission said that it was regrettable that the Council had used the LSOA data to create a Ward-based 

approach, arguing that it would be more effective to use the data to target key areas more directly, on a 

neighbourhood-based approach. However, the organisation said that they had accepted that the Council had 

made its decision to focus on wards rather than neighbourhoods, and therefore suggested a ‘ward plus’ 

approach. 

5.89 In this approach, the Council would continue to focus its licensing on a ward-wide level but would also target 

a small number of ‘problem’ areas within wards that are not as badly affected as a whole. Specifically, it was 

said that the ‘Handsworth triangle’ and the northern end of Moseley Ward (referred to as ‘North Moseley’) 

must be included under the licensing scheme. In addition, it was said that Erdington Ward, Weoley & Selly 

Oak Ward and Moseley Ward as a whole could be considered for the scheme.  

5.90 Both the ‘Handsworth triangle’ and North Moseley were said to be in need of licensing because of their high 

levels of crime, deprivation, and private rented accommodation. In addition, ‘the triangle’ was said to be in 

particular need because it has been “subject to substantial predatory activity by rogue landlords leasing 

properties to Registered Providers of Exempt Accommodation”. 

5.91 Leaving ‘the triangle’ and North Moseley were both said to be of high risk for rogue landlords looking to avoid 

licensing fees if they were to remain unlicenced. 

5.92 Erdington was said to have a large private rent sector and to suffer with pockets of crime and deprivation in 

certain areas. As a result, it was suggested that the LSOA data be consulted regarding whether the entire or 

ward, or neighbourhoods within it, should be considered for licensing. 

5.93 Similarly, it was said that Moseley ward suffers from high levels of deprivation and has a large private rent 

sector. Therefore, it was suggested that it should be considered for licensing.  
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5.94 Finally, given the high levels of private rented properties in Weoley & Selly Oak ward and its increasing 

deprivation, it was suggested that crime, deprivation, and issues related to poor quality PRS could be 

displaced from newly licenced neighbouring wards into this ward. Therefore, it was recommended that 

Weoley & Selly Oak be considered for licensing to prevent this. 

Individual Residents 

5.95 Five individual residents submitted written responses, varying in their detail. The majority of the responses 

were from residents of Handsworth Wood, requesting that their ward (or part of their ward) be included in 

the PRS licensing scheme. However, there was also one brief response from a resident that displayed concern 

over the potential for their rent to be increased as a result of the licence. 

General Support for the PRS licensing scheme 

5.96 As stated, the majority (4/5) of responses from individual residents displayed a great deal of support for the 

proposals, with the hope that a PRS licensing scheme would reduce crime and antisocial behaviour in the 

worst affected wards. 

The licensing areas should be based on neighbourhoods rather than entire wards 

5.97 Numerous residents of Handsworth Wood wrote that whilst they agreed with the need to introduce the 

proposed PRS licensing scheme, they disagreed with it treating wards as a whole. The reason given for this 

was that it “ignores the reality on the ground” whereby crime takes place across the borders of wards.  

5.98 Since crime and deprivation can vary greatly between different areas within one ward, these individuals 

suggested that licensing should be introduced on a neighbourhood level to target problem areas more 

affectively. It was also suggested that this would minimise displacement from licenced wards into unlicenced 

areas with similar issues. 

Licensing should be extended to Handsworth Wood 

5.99 All of the residents that wrote submissions in support of the PRS licensing scheme suggested that it should 

be extended to Handsworth Wood. As with the submission from the ARRAG, this was based on concerns over 

crime and deprivation in neighbourhoods within the ward. 

5.100 Whilst some of the residents suggested that Handsworth Wood in its entirety should be included in the 

licensing area, others suggested that only part of the ward referred to as the “Triangle of deprivation” / the 

“Handsworth Triangle” should be included due to problems with crime and antisocial behaviour being more 

prevalent there. This view was coupled with the previously mentioned suggestion that licensing should 

operate on a neighbourhood level rather than being across entire wards. 

5.101 The “Handsworth Triangle” was also said to have all of the characteristics that would make it “prey” to 

unscrupulous landlords looking to relocate from licenced areas to unlicenced areas, since it already struggles 

with crime and deprivation and has a significantly high concentration of HMOs and exempt housing. 

Therefore, it was suggested that crime and deprivation could worsen in the area if licensing is introduced in 

areas surrounding it but not within the triangle itself. 

5.102 These concerns and suggestions were coupled with the notion that the Council must “future proof” the 

licensing scheme so that future ‘hotspots’ of crime and deprivation are not created by landlords moving away 

from licenced to unlicensed areas of the city. 
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Local Politicians 

5.103 Two written responses were received from local politicians. One of these was from Shabana Mahmood MP 

and the other was from a local Councillor for Bournbrook and Selly Park. Both responses gave their overall 

support for the proposed licensing scheme. 

Shabana Mahmood 

Strong support for the PRS licence 

5.104 Shabana Mahmood gave their overwhelming support for the PRS licensing proposals, stating that the fee is 

fair, the goals are appropriate, the areas that would be use the licence are appropriate, and that similar 

schemes across the UK have been very successful in their goals. Specifically, they referenced the Rent Smart 

licensing scheme in Wales and credited it for raising the standards of its private sector across the country. 

Tenants, landlords and letting agents in Wales were all said to have benefited from this. 

5.105 As well as benefiting tenants and landlords by raising the standards of Birmingham’s private rent sector, the 

submission suggested that the city as a whole would also benefit from the goals of the licensing scheme. 

Need for strong conditions on the proper disposal of ‘bulky’ waste 

5.106 The submission also suggested that conditions on the proper disposal of ‘bulky’ waste should be made 

stronger as a part of the licence. It was suggested that this would help tackle the issues of litter and 

environmental crime in the wards under the licence and benefit the city of Birmingham as a whole. 

Local Councillor for Bournbrook and Selly Park 

Support for bringing smaller HMOs under the licensing scheme 

5.107 The scheme was said to be of potential benefit to landlords as well as tenants. Landlords of smaller HMOs, 

such as those using property as a pension scheme, were said to be outside the information systems and 

networks which can offer support, making them less likely to be aware of details of local initiatives around 

waste as well as opportunities to raise standards. Therefore, it was said that the scheme would help keep 

such landlords within the information systems and networks relevant to their responsibilities and thus 

improve the quality of their service. It was also said that it would make the Council more aware of families 

living in HMOs, which would bring additional benefits to the landlords involved. 

Regret that exempt accommodation will not come under the licence 

5.108 The submission also voiced regret that exempt accommodation would not be affected by the licence, 

suggesting that it would be beneficial to the sector if it could be. 

Other organisations 

Localise West Midlands 

5.109 Localise West Midlands is a think tank, consultancy, and campaign organisation with a focus on local 

economics in the West Midlands. Localise West Midlands generally gave a clear support for the proposed 

licence’s potential to lower crime and deprivation. 
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Support for the licence’s ability to lower crime, deprivation, and CO2 emissions 

5.110 Localise West Midlands stressed the importance that adequate housing has in lowering crime and deprivation 

rates. As a result, it was suggested that the licensing scheme may be effective at reducing these problems 

within the city. 

5.111 Additionally, it was suggested that CO2 emissions would likely be reduced as a result of the improved housing 

conditions that would come about as a result of the licence. 

Potential for improvement to energy efficiency and flood resilience  

5.112 As well as reducing crime and deprivation, it was suggested that the energy efficiency and flood resilience of 

private rented accommodation could also be improved. 

5.113 Energy efficiency was said to be likely to improve because selective licensing would allow for targeted support 

for improving energy efficiency in properties that are currently performing poorly.  

5.114 Flood resilience was said to be poor in private rented properties in Birmingham and especially in low quality 

rented properties, due to the fact that not only are the tenants less able to adopt good practice in flood risk 

mitigation, but these properties are also less likely to be insured. As a result, the submission argued that 

introducing the licensing scheme would not only result in basic standards be promoted and enforced, but the 

new visibility of the licensed properties will allow targeted partnership working, including potential for grant 

support to improve practical aspects of both prevention and response to flood events.   

Regret that exempt accommodation will not come under the licence 

5.115 Once again, regret was displayed over the fact that the exempt sector could not be included under the PRS 

scheme, as the sector was said to be “in desperate need of regulation”. 
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