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1. Introduction  

Background 
This report details the results of Brighton & Hove City Council’s Additional 
Licensing Scheme consultation. 

The Council is proposing to introduce a citywide Additional Licensing 
scheme for smaller houses in multiple occupation (HMOs) which are not 
covered by mandatory licensing. The scheme is proposed to run for up to 
five years.  

This would apply to properties which are two or more storeys, occupied by three or more people who 
are not from the same family and who share a kitchen, bathroom or toilet. By requiring landlords to 
apply for a licence, the council is able to ensure they are a ‘fit and proper’ person and through 
compliance with the licence conditions, are providing well managed homes.  

 

About the consultation 
The consultation period ran for 12 weeks, commencing in June and ending on the 10 September 2017. 
Background information on the proposed scheme was available on the Council’s website, along with 
an online questionnaire. In addition, in-home interviews were also conducted by contractors on behalf 
of the Council with a wide cross section of residents and businesses.  In total, 796 individuals took part 
in the consultation, including 500 by interview, 285 online (of which 10 were originally received as 
paper copies) and 11 email responses. 

 

Understanding the results 
Most of the results are given as percentages, which may not always add up to 100% because of 
rounding and/or multiple responses. It is also important to take care when considering the results for 
groups where the sample size is small.  

Where there are differences between groups, these are subjected to testing to discover if these 
differences are statistically significant . This tells us that we can by confident that the differences are 
real and not likely to be down to natural variation or chance. 

The Council also consulted 
on a Selective Licensing 
Scheme for other private 
rented homes in 12 wards 
in the city. This is reported 
separately.  
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2. Executive summary 

87%  agree with the proposal 

86%  agree it will improve the standard of HMOs 

70%  agree it would reduce neighbourhood problems 

82%  agree with the proposed fee structure 

86%  agree there should be a reduction for accreditation 

Overall support 
1. The proposal to introduce additional licensing across the whole city gained support from 87% 

of those that responded to the consultation, including almost half (48%) that strongly agreed. 
Conversely, 12% disagreed with the proposal, including 9% that strongly disagreed. 

2. However, only a third of the landlords in the sample agreed with the proposal (35%), compared 
with 57% that disagreed. Indeed, almost half of landlords (48%) ‘strongly’ disagreed. 

3. Of those that disagreed, three quarters did so because they did not think the scheme should 
apply anywhere in the city (74%), although a fifth (19%) simply wanted it to remain limited to 
the existing areas. Only a small proportion (7%) wanted it limited to fewer areas. 

4. Support for the citywide implementation of licensing was significantly higher for wards outside 
the current scheme compared to existing areas (97% v 91% agreed). 

5. The impact of increased rents was the most commonly cited issue, comprising a quarter of all 
the comments. Notably, this response was split equally between homeowners, private rented 
tenants and landlords. 
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2. Executive summary 

Improving standards 
6. The proportion of respondents in agreement that the scheme would improve the standard of 

HMOs in Brighton & Hove, at 86%, was almost identical to the overall level of support for the 
additional licencing scheme. Around one in ten disagreed with this statement (11%), again 
consistent with the overall.  

7. A thin majority of landlords disagreed that the proposed standards and conditions would 
improve the standard of HMOs (51%), compared to only a third that agreed. 

8. Broadly around three quarters agreed that the draft licensing proposals would have a positive 
effect on five different areas, including health and safety, neighbourhood problems, 
maintenance and landlord performance. 

Issues with HMOs 
9. Between a quarter and a third of respondents claimed that one or more problems associated 

with HMOs and flats within HMOs it had been a very or fairly big issues to them in the last year. 
The most frequently cited of these was dumped rubbish and litter, which was a problem for 
34% of respondents, including one in ten for whom it was a very big issue. Other issues included 
noise nuisance and the external appearance of properties (both 28%). 

10. There was a substantial difference between those areas already covered by the existing 
additional licensing scheme, and those that it is proposed are included in the future. Between 
35-44% of those in the existing areas thought that each item on the list was an issue for them, 
compared to only 11-14% in the rest of the city. 

Fees 
11. In line with other results, the majority of respondents to the consultation agreed with the 

proposed fee structure, compared to only 13% that disagreed. This once again concealed a gulf 
between the views of residents and landlords, as only 22% of landlords were positive about the 
fee structure, less than half the proportion that ‘strongly’ disagreed. 

12. Unlike many other questions, there was broad agreement across the board that the fee should 
be reduced for accredited landlords – 86% overall agreed with this statement, including 79% of 
landlords.  

Licenses 
13. The majority of respondents agreed that licences should be shorter where there is outstanding 

planning permission (86%), and very few actively disagreed (6%). 

14. The normal length of the scheme proposed is five years, but 10% of respondents commented 
that they thought the scheme should be shorter, with 3 years being the most common period 
suggested. The reasons given for the shorter period were either that it would be more 
appropriate for a trial, or that a lot could change in 5 years. 
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3. Overall support 

 % 

agree with the proposal 
for citywide additional 
licensing 

 

The proposed citywide scheme would replace Additional Licensing 
Schemes in the following wards:  

1. rent increases 
2. ‘party houses’ & 

holiday lets 

3. a more targeted approach 

Lewes Road Area 

 Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 
 Hollingdean & Stanmer 
 Hanover & Elm Grove 
 St Peter’s & North Laine 
 Queens Park  

City Centre Area 

 Preston Park 
 Regency 
 East Brighton 
 Goldsmid 
 Westbourne 
 Central Hove 
 Brunswick & Adelaide 

were the most common 
topics it was felt needed 
to be considered 
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3. Overall support 

The proposal to introduce additional licensing across the whole city gained support from 87% of those 
that responded to the consultation, including almost half (48%) that strongly agreed. Conversely, 12% 
disagreed with the proposal, including 9% that strongly disagreed. 

However, only a third of the landlords in the sample agreed with the proposal (35%), compared with 
57% that disagreed. Indeed, almost half of landlords (48%) ‘strongly’ disagreed. 

Two groups of respondents were more likely than average to agree with the proposal by a ‘statistically 
significant’ margin, which means that a statistical test showed that the difference was very unlikely to 
be due to chance. These were respondents actually living in a shared home of HMO (99% agreed), and 
private rented tenants more generally (93%). In both cases, at least three quarters of respondents 
‘strongly agreed’. 

Although the majority of homeowners also agreed with the proposal, only 39% agreed strongly with it.  

Of those that disagreed, three quarters did so because they did not think the scheme should apply 
anywhere in the city (74%), although a fifth (19%) simply wanted it to remain limited to the existing 
areas. Only a small proportion (7%) wanted it limited to fewer areas, specifically dense HMO and 
student areas.   

The results were also analysed by ward, although this analysis was restricted to residents and 
businesses. Support for the citywide implementation of licensing was significantly higher for wards 
outside the current scheme compared to existing areas (97% v 91% agreed), including a fifteen-point 
difference in the proportion that ‘strongly’ agreed (54% v 39%). 

When respondents were asked to provide further information on anything they thought had not been 
thoroughly considered in the proposals, the impact of increased rents was the most commonly cited 
issue, comprising a quarter of all the comments. Notably, this response was split equally between 
homeowners, private rented tenants and landlords. In particular, almost half of comments from private 
rented tenants (47%) mentioned increased rents. 

“Worried that the cost will, one 
way or another, be passed on 

to the tenant. The irresponsible 
landlords this scheme is 

targeting are the ones who 
aren't going to let their profit 

slip.” 

“Think about the bigger 
picture please. Fewer 

Landlords mean higher 
rents. Money that could be 

spent on improvements 
going to the Council.” 

“My only concern is the affect it 
could have on affordability, rents 
already far outstrip local housing 
allowance levels and I worry that 
increased landlord costs will be 

passed onto tenants.” 
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3. Overall support 

  %    
agree 

Introduce additional 
licensing citywide  87 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.4 

3.1 Overall do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce additional   
      licensing across the whole city?  

% Base 779 | Excludes non respondents  

3 9  2  38  48 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

3.2 Overall level of support by respondent type 
  % agree 

 Sample 
size 

Introduce additional 
licensing citywide 

Overall 785 87 

Homeowner 350 88 

Private rented tenant 235 93 

Social housing tenant 77 100 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 99 

Letting/ management agent 5 75 

Landlord of property 77 35 

Local business 56 96 

Other 16 67 

All residents 644 92 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information 
on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

Only in existing 
areas where the 
scheme currently 

applies 

74% 
No areas 
in the city 

Fewer areas 
in the city 

7% 

19% 

3.3 If disagree, would you like the scheme introduced in: 
% Base 83 | Respondents who disagree with the proposal to introduce additional HMO licensing  

* only 39% 
strongly agree 
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3. Overall support 

3.4 Overall level of support by ward 
  % agree 

 Sample 
size 

Introduce additional 
licensing citywide 

Overall 704 92 

Brunswick & Adelaide 30 87 

Central Hove 34 82 

East Brighton 33 91 

Goldsmid 32 97 

Hangleton & Knoll 28 96 

Hanover & Elm Grove 61 88 

Hollingdean & Stanmer 37 92 

Hove Park 31 94 

Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 43 93 

North Portslade 21 95 

Patcham 28 96 

Preston Park 37 92 

St Peter's & North Laine 51 84 

Westbourne 25 100 

Wish 22 100 

Withdean 29 100 

Queen's Park 37 89 

Regency 33 97 

Rottingdean Coastal 31 100 

South Portslade 28 89 

Woodingdean 21 100 

In current areas 453 91 

Elsewhere 239 97 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information 
on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

EXCLUDES landlords and letting agents. 
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3. Overall support 

Another very common theme were comments about ‘party houses’, holidays lets and Airbnb, all of 
which are actually outside the scope of this scheme. Interestingly, virtually all of these comments came 
from homeowners or landlords.  

 

 

 

 

 

A number of respondents raised concerns about the capacity for the Council to enforce the conditions 
of the scheme, including suggestions that existing powers were sufficient. 

 

 

 

 

On in ten commenters felt that the Council should consider a more targeted approach, for example: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A number of these issues were summarised in the consultation response received form the National 
Landlords Association (NLA): 

 

“I cannot emphasise strongly enough the 
importance of including Party Houses, 

Airbnb and Uber in the Licensing Scheme 
and making landlords responsible for the 

anti -social behaviour caused by their 
tenants.” 

“Tend to agree ONLY if you 
include Holiday Let 

properties and Airbnb’s as 
well which are more of a 

problem with ASB, 
otherwise Tend to Disagree” 

“Unless there is efficient 
enforcement the rogue 

landlords will just ignore it.” 

“Have a much bigger and quicker 
investigation and enforcement 

team. The current rules are already 
being flouted” 

“Scrap the whole additional licensing scheme. 
It’s been a disaster for the supply of rooms and 

the cost of renting those rooms. The council 
should concentrate its efforts on the small 

number of rogue landlords and letting agents 
and allow the majority who provide good or 

excellent accommodation to get on with 
providing an essential public service ...” 

“Most of the terrible 
landlords are already known 

about, and they are still 
allowed to continue despite 

existing powers to stop 
them, and existing 

obligations of the council to 
look after its residents” 

“The NLA agrees that some landlords, most often due to ignorance rather than 
criminal intent, do not use their powers to manage their properties effectively. A more 
appropriate response would be to identify issues and assist landlords to develop the 

required knowledge and skills to improve the sector through schemes such as the NLA 
Accredited Landlord Scheme … Additional licencing could reduce the amount of 
shared housing which would probably increase the costs for those who rent, as it 

would prevent new entries into the market. Thus a more erudite approach to dealing 
with nuisance and a separate policy to tackle criminal landlords would be more 

suitable for resolving the issues. Enforcement against those landlords that do not 
meet housing standards is required. The proposed policy will increase the council’s 

costs.” 
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3. Overall support 

3.5 Anything we haven’t considered (coded from additional comments) 
% Base 98 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

Impact of increased rents 

Miscellaneous 

Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc. 

Use a more targeted approach 
only on rogue landlords 

Better enforcement required 

Effect on small/live in landlords 

Focus on homes for families not 
just HMOs 

Issues with density 

Existing powers should be enough 

Making sure PRS is not reduced 

Make sure good landlords are    
not punished 

Not enough evidence for it 

24

16

1 4

10

9

6

6

6

4

4

2

2

Finally, there were a handful of comments on other more specific issues that included: 

  Unintended consequences for non-nuclear family household, including house-sharing 
professionals, due to categorisation by household make-up  

  For neighbours to be including in licensing decisions 
  Additional soundproofing conditions in the licence 
  More information on what assistance landlords will be given to assist with ASB 
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3. Overall support 

3.6 Further comments about the proposed scheme 
% Base 227 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

Thank you for the consultation 

Provide feedback via social media 

Generally in favour of proposal 

Miscellaneous 

Introduce scheme quickly 

Provide feedback via press or radio 

Enforcement is key 

Generally against the proposal 

Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc. 

Just a money making scheme 

Existing powers are sufficient 

Rent will increase 

Effect on small/live in landlords 

Focus on ASB 

Will reduce Private Rented Sector 

34

24

22

12

8

4

4

3

2

2

2

2

1

1

1
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4. Improving standards 

 % 

 % 

agree that additional 
licensing would help 
ensure HMOs are better 
maintained & managed 

agree the proposed 
scheme will improve 
the standard of HMOs 

It is proposed that the scheme will include standards relating to the 
following: 

 Amenities, facilities and space standards 

 References 

 Tenancy management 

 Overcrowding 

 Utility supplies 

 Gas, electrical and fire safety 

 Furniture and furnishings 

 Energy efficiency 

 Property management 

 Property inspections 

 Waste and recycling 

 Tackling Anti-Social Behaviour 

 Notification of changes 

 Licence limitations 
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4. Improving standards 

The proportion of respondents in agreement that the scheme would improve the standard of HMOs in 
Brighton & Hove, at 86%, was almost identical to the overall level of support for the additional 
licencing scheme. Around one in ten disagreed with this statement (11%), again consistent with the 
overall.  

This similar pattern extended to individual groups within the sample, in particular a thin majority of 
landlords disagreed that the proposed standards and conditions would improve the standard of HMOs 
(51%), compared to only a third that agreed. In contrast, 95% of HMO or shared homes residents 
‘strongly’ agreed. 

To better understand in more detail how the proposal might help to improve HMO standards, the 
consultation questionnaire asked respondents a further five questions on different aspects of HMO 
standard. Broadly around three quarters agreed that the draft licensing proposals would have a 
positive effect on all five of the following: 

  Help to identify poor performing landlords of HMOs 
  Help ensure HMOs are better maintained and managed 
  Help to improve the health and safety of tenants 
  Help to support good landlords of HMOs 
  Help reduce neighbourhood problems 

The help identifying poor landlords was the most positively rated (78%), although only slightly higher 
than the rest. For all questions, home owners were the most likely to strongly agree, but social housing 
tenants had the highest total levels of agreement. 

It was Interesting that those actually living in shared homes or HMOs were less positive than average, 
significantly so for 3 of the questions on health and safety, identification of poor landlords, and 
support for good landlords. 

Landlords were again distinct in the fact that only a minority agreed with any of these questions, in 
particular only a quarter were positive that it would help to reduce neighbourhood problems, or 
support good landlords.  

When analysed by ward, respondents in both Goldsmid and Withdean were significantly less likely to 
agree on all of these questions, with scores ranging from 48% to 59%.  

Respondents in North and South Portslade were also significantly less likely to agree that the scheme 
would help identify poor landlords, or support good ones. Whilst this was not an issue in Hangleton & 
Knoll, respondents there were less likely than average to believe that neighbourhood, maintenance or 
health and safety would be improved (61% - 64% agreed). 
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4. Improving standards 

  %    
agree 

Will improve the 
standard of HMOs  86 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.4 

4.1 Agree or disagree that the proposed licence standards and conditions of the 
      scheme will improve the standard of HMOs in Brighton & Hove?  

% Base 779 | Excludes non respondents  

4 7  3  38  48 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

4.2 Standard of HMOs by respondent type 
  % agree 

 Sample 
size 

The scheme will 
improve the 

standard of HMOs 

Overall 785 86 

Homeowner 350 87 

Private rented tenant 235 93 

Social housing tenant 77 100 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 99 

Letting/ management agent 5 60 

Landlord of property 77 34 

Local business 56 95 

Other 16 67 

All residents 644 92 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information 
on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

* only 35% 
strongly agree 
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4. Improving standards 

4.3 Effect of the draft licensing proposals 
% Bases (descending) 779, 781, 782, 777, 775 | Excludes non respondents  
  %    

agree 

Help to identify poor 
performing landlords of HMOs  78 

Help ensure HMOs are better 
maintained and managed  74 

Help to support good  
landlords of HMOs  73 

Help reduce       
neighbourhood problems  70 

Help to improve the health  
and safety of tenants  74 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.9 

+/- 
3.1 

+/- 
3.1 

+/- 
3.1 

+/- 
3.2 

3 6  14  52  25 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

4 7  15  55  19 

4 7  16  54  20 

4 8  15  48  25 

5 8  17  55  15 

  

 Sample 
size 

Help reduce 
neighbourhood 

problems 

Help ensure HMOs 
are better 

maintained and 
managed 

Help to improve 
the health and 

safety of tenants 

Help to identify 
poor performing 

landlords of HMOs 

Help to support 
good landlords of 

HMOs 

Overall 785 70 74 74 78 73 

Homeowner 350 76 80 80 84 78 

Private rented tenant 235 67 72 70 74 71 

Social housing tenant 77 87 87 87 90 88 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 65 67 67 71 66 

Letting/ management agent 5 40 100 60 60 40 

Landlord of property 77 25 40 41 46 27 

Local business 56 69 71 71 73 74 

Other 16 64 71 73 71 57 

% agree  

All residents 644 75 79 78 82 79 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

4.4 Effect of the draft licensing proposals by respondent type 
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4. Improving standards 

4.5 Standard of HMOs by ward 
  % agree 

 Sample 
size 

The scheme will 
improve the 

standard of HMOs 

Overall 704 92 

Brunswick & Adelaide 30 87 

Central Hove 34 85 

East Brighton 33 94 

Goldsmid 32 100 

Hangleton & Knoll 28 96 

Hanover & Elm Grove 61 90 

Hollingdean & Stanmer 37 92 

Hove Park 31 94 

Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 43 91 

North Portslade 21 95 

Patcham 28 96 

Preston Park 37 92 

Queen's Park 37 86 

Regency 33 94 

Rottingdean Coastal 31 97 

South Portslade 28 93 

St Peter's & North Laine 51 82 

Westbourne 25 100 

Wish 22 100 

Withdean 29 100 

Woodingdean 21 100 

In current areas 453 90 

Elsewhere 239 97 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information 
on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

EXCLUDES landlords and letting agents. 
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4. Improving standards 

  

 Sample 
size 

Help reduce 
neighbourhood 

problems 

Help ensure HMOs 
are better 

maintained and 
managed 

Help to improve 
the health and 

safety of tenants 

Help to identify 
poor performing 

landlords of HMOs 

Help to support 
good landlords of 

HMOs 

Overall 704 75 78 77 81 78 

Brunswick & Adelaide 30 77 83 83 87 79 

Central Hove 34 79 82 79 85 85 

East Brighton 33 73 85 79 91 85 

Goldsmid 32 48 50 50 50 50 

Hangleton & Knoll 28 61 61 64 93 93 

Hanover & Elm Grove 61 81 90 82 90 83 

Hollingdean & Stanmer 37 89 92 92 92 89 

Hove Park 31 81 84 84 87 83 

% agree  

Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 43 63 67 67 72 63 

North Portslade 21 76 76 76 76 76 

Patcham 28 96 96 96 96 96 

Preston Park 37 73 76 76 76 73 

Queen's Park 37 60 60 60 65 60 

Regency 33 75 82 82 82 81 

Rottingdean Coastal 31 90 90 90 90 87 

South Portslade 28 61 64 64 64 64 

St Peter's & North Laine 51 75 80 78 84 82 

Westbourne 25 92 92 92 88 96 

Wish 22 96 96 96 96 96 

Withdean 29 55 59 59 59 59 

Woodingdean 21 81 81 81 81 81 

In current areas 453 74 79 77 81 77 

Elsewhere 239 77 78 79 82 82 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

4.6 Effect of the draft licensing proposals by ward 
EXCLUDES landlords and letting agents. 
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4. Improving standards 

The most common comments on the proposed conditions, by a very large margin, were those 
generally in favour of the scheme (73% of comments). Of the other mentions, the largest category was 
that for 8% of comments that mentioned the need for better enforcement, without which standard 
might not improve. This was heavily weighted towards homeowners – 12% of all such comments from 
that group: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The next most frequent comment, that it will only increase rent levels, was only mentioned in this 
section of the consultation by one actual resident of a shared home or HMO, but 11% of landlords. 

In terms of specific conditions, there were small numbers of comments suggesting additional 
conditions on the following: 

  Damp 
  ASB 
  Parking 
  HMO density 
  Impact on neighbours 
  Overcrowding 
  Fire safety 

 

 “Please pay particular 
attention to the issue of damp 
which can lead to ill health in 

many HMOs and in my 
experience is not taken 
seriously by landlords” 

“I was not sure the 
document 
addressed 

sufficiently fire 
safety 

arrangements” 

“Parking and the impact on the number of cars 
likely to be parked at one property particularly 
with the development of 6 to 9 bedroom HMOs 

which are effectively mini hotels with no 
consideration on the impact this has” 

“Policing the system 
is the key issue, 
residents do not 

know how to 
complain” 

“Only if BHCC 
employ enough 

people to check / 
follow up” 

“Who will inspect the properties? Are there 
resources to see this through? Who will tackle anti-
social behaviour? The proposed conditions can only 
be upheld with the resources to implement them” 

“In respect of the additional licencing scheme and selective licensing schemes in consultation at the moment 
within the city of Brighton and Hove, the Fire Authority wishes to welcome the proposals and particularly the 

detailed lists of fire safety precautions needed to acquire a licence and the reminders of the duties required under 
the Regulatory Reform(Fire Safety Order) 2005. We value our partnership work to improve property standards in the 

city and are keen to move forward with you in delivering this service and provide a consistent approach to the 
residents of Brighton and Hove. We will monitor the expected increase in workload and carry on working with you 

to best deal with the additional consultations. ” - Deputy Chief Fire Officer, East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service 
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4. Improving standards 

4.7 Further comments about the proposed conditions 
% Base 485 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

Generally in favour of proposal 

Will just put up rents 

Miscellaneous 

Will not make a difference 

Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc 

Will just reduce Private Rented Sector 

Loopholes will be exploited 

Does not add to existing powers 

Generally against the proposal 

Undecided 

More conditions on damp 

More conditions to tackle ASB 

More conditions to tackle parking 

More conditions on HMO density 

Not always possible to meet conditions 

Include impact on neighbours in 
conditions 

More conditions on overcrowding 

More fire safety conditions 

Should include temporary/ emergency 
accommodation 

Ventilation conditions are good 

Will not improve without better 
enforcement 

73

8.0

4.5

3.7

3.1

2.7

2.5

1.9

1.6

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2
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5. Issues with HMOs 

 

The margin of error is the 
amount by which the quoted 
figure might vary due to 
chance. The margin gets 
smaller as the base size 
increases. When comparing 
two scores, remember that 
each has its own independent 
margin of error. 

  % 

 % 

said poorly managed 
HMOs were an issue for 
them 

of HMO residents said their 
health had been adversely 
affected by the condition  
of the property  
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5. Issues with HMOs 

The additional licensing scheme is intended to improve the standard of HMOs, which obviously 
assumes that are issues associated with HMOs and flats within HMOs that need addressing.  

In order to test this, the consultation asked respondents to rate whether a list of ASB and property 
management issues had caused problems for them within the last 12 months. For all of the 5 listed 
issues, between a quarter and a third of respondents claimed that it had been a very or fairly big issues 
to them. 

The most frequently cited of these was dumped rubbish and litter, which was a problem for 34% of 
respondents, including one in ten for whom it was a very big issue. 

Further down the list, businesses were the most likely to feel that HMOs caused an issue with the poor 
external appearance of properties (42%), but in contrast over half of landlords said it was not a 
problem at all (54%). Exactly the same pattern was evident on the question around noise nuisance 

Landlords were also much less likely than average to feel that HMOs caused problems with poor 
internal property conditions (19%), whereas around a third of private rented and HMO/shared tenants 
felt that this was an issue. It was notable that around one in ten recent HMO residents believed that 
their health had been adversely affected by the condition of the property they lived in (12%). 

As before, the results for residents and businesses were again analysed by ward, as detailed in table 5.5. 
As expected, these varied very significantly between different areas, with the worst issues reported in 
Brunswick & Adelaide, East Brighton, Hanover & Elm Grove, Moulsecoomb & Bevendean, Regency and 
St Peter’s & North Laine. 

In particular, there was a substantial difference between those areas already covered by the existing 
additional licensing scheme, and those that it is proposed are included in the future. Between 35-44% 
of those in the existing areas thought that each item on the list was an issue for them, compared to 
only 11-14% in the rest of the city. 

Respondents were also asked to note any other recent issues in their local area associated with HMOs, 
and 12% mentioned one or more, the most common being ASB (28% of comments). Anti-social 
behaviour was a particularly common topic for extra comments amongst homeowners, with almost 
half (45%) of all comments from this group being about this issue. 

 

A difference between two 
groups is usually considered 
statistically significant if 
chance could explain it only 
5% of the time or less. 
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5. Issues with HMOs 

  %    
issue 

Dumped rubbish and litter  34 

Poor managed HMOs  32 

Poor external appearance of 
HMOs and their gardens  28 

Noise nuisance such as loud 
music from parties  28 

Poor internal property 
conditions  26 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
3.4 

+/- 
3.5 

+/- 
3.2 

+/- 
3.2 

+/- 
3.5 

5.1 Issues associated with HMOs in the last 12 months 
% Base 754, 672, 751, 749, 620 | Excludes non respondents  

21  45  24  10 

not an issue 
at all 

not a very  
big issue 

a fairly  
big issue 

a very big 
issue 

22  46  10 

23  49  22  6 

24  48  21  7 

25  50  17  9 

21 

  %    
affected  

Health been adversely 
affected by condition of 
the property 

 12 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
5.5 

5.2 Health effects 
% Base 136 | Respondents who have lived in a HMO in the previous year. Excludes non respondents  

72  16  8  4 

not  
at all 

not very 
much 

to some 
extent 

a great  
deal 

  17% of  

respondents had lived 
in an HMO in  
the past 12 months 
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5. Issues with HMOs 

5.3 Other issues associated with HMOs (coded from additional comments) 
% Base 94 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

ASB 

Litter and household waste 

Parking 

Party houses/ Airbnb 

Bulky waste 

Miscellaneous 

Poorly maintained properties 

Pushing away families 

Drive up rent 

Crime 

Overcrowding 

Safety issues 

HMOs are important and not 
always the problem 

Holiday lets 

Push up rents 

28

13

13

13

12

12

10

10

7

6

6

4

3

2

1
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5. Issues with HMOs 

  

 Sample 
size 

Poor external 
appearance 

of HMOs and 
their gardens 

Noise 
nuisance such 
as loud music 
from parties 

Dumped 
rubbish and 

litter 

Poor 
managed 

HMOs 

Poor internal 
property 

conditions 

Overall 785 28 28 34 32 26 

Homeowner 350 28 27 34 31 22 

Private rented tenant 235 30 31 38 35 32 

Social housing tenant 77 20 20 24 24 21 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 29 35 35 32 30 

Letting/ management agent 5 40 40 40 25 - 

Landlord of property 77 23 19 25 22 19 

Local business 56 42 43 40 42 31 

Other 16 47 40 47 54 50 

% issue  

All residents 644 27 28 34 32 26 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

5.4 Issues associated with HMOs by respondent type 
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5. Issues with HMOs 

  

 Sample 
size 

Poor external 
appearance 

of HMOs and 
their gardens 

Noise 
nuisance such 
as loud music 
from parties 

Dumped 
rubbish and 

litter 

Poor 
managed 

HMOs 

Poor internal 
property 

conditions 

Overall 704 29 29 35 33 27 

Brunswick & Adelaide 30 60 63 70 77 56 

Central Hove 34 15 23 30 33 22 

East Brighton 33 31 55 70 53 41 

Goldsmid 32 7 3 3 7 3 

Hangleton & Knoll 28 0 5 9 8 0 

Hanover & Elm Grove 61 52 42 58 51 44 

Hollingdean & Stanmer 37 30 22 27 27 21 

Hove Park 31 33 36 46 38 35 

% issue  

Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 43 42 33 49 46 36 

North Portslade 21 10 10 10 10 10 

Patcham 28 7 7 7 7 4 

Preston Park 37 27 27 32 28 26 

Queen's Park 37 35 38 35 31 30 

Regency 33 56 48 58 60 57 

Rottingdean Coastal 31 3 7 7 7 0 

South Portslade 28 4 0 4 4 4 

St Peter's & North Laine 51 44 52 52 64 59 

Westbourne 25 25 33 38 32 29 

Wish 22 36 36 36 41 43 

Withdean 29 3 3 7 10 10 

Woodingdean 21 0 0 0 0 0 

In current areas 453 37 37 44 42 35 

Elsewhere 239 11 12 14 14 12 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

5.5 Issues associated with HMOs by ward 
EXCLUDES landlords and letting agents. 
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6. Fees 

The proposed fee structure is based on the number of occupants or 
tenancy lets. 

 A standard fee 

 A prompted fee which would apply where a licence application has not 
been made proactively and the council has to carry out investigation 
and/or chase up work to ensure that an application is made 

 A renewal fee where a licence has previously been held at the property  

 % 

agree with the proposed 
fee structure 

 % 

agree there should be a 
reduction for accredited 
landlords 

89



 26 

6. Fees 

  %    
agree 

The proposed fee 
structure  82 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.7 

6.1 Agree or disagree with the proposed fee structure?  
% Base 769 | Excludes non respondents  

4 9  5  49  33 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

6.2 Further comments about the proposed fee structure 
% Base 338 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

A fair amount 

Presuming it covers all costs? 

Will lead to rent increases 

Miscellaneous 

Too expensive 

Against all fees 

Should be higher 

Makes landlords more responsible 

Excludes Party Houses/Airbnb etc. 

Will harm Private Rented Sector 

Renewal too expensive 

59

10

10

9

7

4

3

3

2

1

1
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6. Fees 

In line with other results, the majority of respondents to the consultation agreed with the proposed fee 
structure, compared to only 13% that disagreed. This once again concealed a gulf between the views 
of residents and landlords, as only 22% of landlords were positive about the fee structure, less than half 
the proportion that ‘strongly’ disagreed. 

Most extra comments around the fee structure were that it was generally fair (59% of commenters), 
although unsurprisingly considering the results above, only this included only 4 landlords. 

One in ten commenters questioned whether the fees definitely covered all costs, and there were a 
similar number that re-iterated the concern about rent increases.  Landlords were also the most likely 
to mention rent rises as a result of the fees (22% of commenters), although 13% of comments from 
private rented tenants also fell into this category. 

Whilst it was unsurprising that some landlords would object to the cost of the fees, it is important to 
note that a few commenters suggested that renewal fees be cheaper in the future: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unlike many other questions, there was broad agreement across the board that the fee should be 
reduced for accredited landlords – 86% overall agreed with this statement, including 79% of landlords. 
However, landlords were still more pessimistic about the value of accreditation, with 21% of the 
comments from this group mentioning that accreditation would not really help. Nevertheless, a third of 
this group did still mention that it would reward good landlords (33%) 

 

“The renewal fee seems very high. 
The initial inspection would 

ensure all HMO conditions are 
met, whereas renewal will be by 

way of confirmation only” 

“Renewal fees should 
be lower if there has 

been no serious issues 
in previous period.” 

“Not sure that repeat inspections should 
cost the same as the original full 

investigation - could you have a discount 
for subsequent inspections every five 

years?” 

“You can be a good 
landlord without being 

accredited. Registration/
accreditation = more 

necessary cost to 
landlords and more 

money for NLA” 

“If a Landlord has 
taken the trouble to 

become accredited it 
means they are serious 

Landlords and this 
should be recognised 
with a reduced fee” 

“Definitely reward landlords 
who provide a good service 

but also, enforce such 
legislation for landlords that 

don't meet the minimum 
requirement. It's these that 

create a problem” 

“None of the 
accreditation 
schemes have 

any teeth” 
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6. Fees 

  %    
agree 

Reduced fee for 
accredited landlords  86 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.5 

6.3 Reduced fee for accredited landlords? 
% Base 766 | Excludes non respondents  

3 6  5  52  35 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

6.4 Further comments about a reduced fee for accreditation 
% Base 338 | Only those who provided further comments. More than one answer allowed  

Rewards good landlords 

Accreditation won't help 

Miscellaneous 

Against all fees 

Landlords should pay in full 

Good landlords should pay 
nothing 

Will lead to higher rents regardless 

Will encourage accreditation 71

9

7

6

3

3

2

1
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6. Fees 

  % agree  

 Sample 
size 

The proposed fee 
structure 

Reduced fee for 
accredited landlords 

Overall 785 82 86 

Homeowner 350 82 83 

Private rented tenant 235 88 90 

Social housing tenant 77 99 95 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 99 97 

Letting/ management agent 5 20 80 

Landlord of property 77 22 79 

Local business 56 95 96 

Other 16 64 62 

All residents 644 88 87 

6.5 Fees by respondent type 

Significantly better than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly better than average  
(90% confidence*) 

 * See appendix A for further information 
on statistical tests and confidence levels 

Significantly worse than average  
(95% confidence*) 

Significantly worse than average  
(90% confidence*) 

* only 25% 
strongly agree 

* only 23% 
strongly agree 
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7. Licences 

 % 

agree there should be 
shorter licences where 
there is outstanding 
planning permission 

  % 

of those who commented 
preferred a shorter licence 
period than 5 year  

Normally licenses are awarded for the length of the scheme (up to 
five years). 

The council cannot refuse to award a licence where there is 
outstanding planning permission or other issues at the property, 
e.g. no planning permission in place to have an HMO. 

The council is therefore proposing to issue shorter licenses where 
there is outstanding planning permission or other issues at the 
property. 
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7. Licences 

Once again, the majority of respondents agreed that licences should be 
shorter where there is outstanding planning permission (86%), but in this 
instance very few actively disagreed (6%). Indeed, whilst only 49% of 
landlords agreed with this statement, many only answered ‘neither’ (28%) 
rather than actively disagreeing (23%). 

The normal length of the scheme proposed is five years, but 10% of respondents commented that they 
thought the scheme should be shorter, with 3 years being the most common period suggested (28% of 
all comments). Landlords were the most likely to comment that 5 years was an appropriate length for 
the scheme (29% of commenters), whereas 58% of the comments from actual HMO/shared home 
residents mentioned 3 years as the ideal period of time. 

The main reason respondents for having a short scheme length was simply that it would serve as a trial 
period (72%), although the level of deterioration that could happen over 5 years was noted by some, 
whilst a handful more pointed out that student lets tended to turnover annually.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council also proposes that application and payments process be handled entirely online via the 
Council’s website. Over a quarter of landlords felt that there were extra considerations required, with 
the following being illustrative of these comments: 

 

 

  28% of  

landlords felt 

online application & 
payment needs extra    

considerations 

“Three years, then some more 
research to see how it is going 
and what needs to be tweaked” 

“3 years would be 
better as if it is not 

working the sooner it 
can be rectified the 

better” 

“Accommodation can deteriorate very 
quickly and a property that is suitable in 

2017 can be an infested tip by 2021” 

“Not every house owner will 
have internet capability. 

Also, how are you going to 
contact such people in the 

first instance?” 

“Previous attempts for such 
things have always been 
extremely difficult to use 
especially when drawings 

have been required!” 

“The online systems aren't great …. 
make sure you understand all of your 
'customer journeys' and ensure that 

there are clear and workable processes 
in place for them to meet their needs.” 
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7. Licences 

  %    
agree 

Shorter licences where 
there is outstanding 
planning permission   

 86 

 
error 

margin 

+/- 
2.5 

7.1 Shorter licences where there is outstanding planning permission or other issues  
% Base 765 | Excludes non respondents  

2 4  9  52  33 

strongly 
disagree 

tend to 
disagree 

neither 
tend to 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

7.2 Length of scheme (coded from comments) 

6

12

28

9
14

11

21

1 year 2 years 3 years Less than
5 yrs

5 years More than
5 yrs

No license at
all

% Base 141 | Only those who provided further comments.  

Deterioration 
over 5 years 72% Trial 

period 

Fee cost / 
higher rents 7% 

13% 

7.3 If shorter, why? (coded from comments) 
% Base 79 | Respondents who commented that licence should be shorter than 5 years  

Short 
student lets 

4% 
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8. Respondent profile 

  Total % 

Homeowner 350 44.6 

Private rented tenant 235 29.9 

Social housing tenant 77 9.8 

Live in a shared home or HMO 110 14.0 

Letting/ management agent 5 0.6 

Landlord of property 77 9.8 

Local business 56 7.1 

Other 16 2.0 

8.1 Respondent  
% Base 785 

8.2 Ward  
% Base 785 

  Total % 

Brunswick & Adelaide 34 4.3 

Central Hove 42 5.4 

East Brighton 38 4.8 

Goldsmid 37 4.7 

Hangleton & Knoll 32 4.1 

Hanover & Elm Grove 65 8.3 

Hollingdean & Stanmer 38 4.8 

Hove Park 36 4.6 

Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 46 5.9 

Patcham 32 4.1 

North Portslade 21 2.7 

South Portslade 28 3.6 

  Total % 

St Peter’s & North Laine 55 7.0 

Preston Park 42 5.4 

Regency 35 4.5 

Rottingdean Coastal 33 4.2 

Queens Park 39 5.0 

Westbourne 25 3.2 

Wish 22 2.8 

Withdean 29 3.7 

Woodingdean 22 2.8 

Outside of the city 24 3.1 

Don’t know 6 0.8 
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8. Respondent profile 

8.4 Age 
% Base 785  

0

8

18 19 17
14

8
2 0

7 6

Under 16 16 - 24
years

25 - 34
years

35 - 44
years

45 - 54
years

55 - 64
years

65 - 74
years

75 - 84
years

85 years
and over

Prefer
not to

say

NR

8.5 Sexual orientation 

8.6 Disability 

3 9

76

6 7

Yes - limited a lot Yes - limited a little No Prefer not to say NR

8.3 Gender 

81

0.9 2 1 0.3 8 7

Heterosexual Gay woman Gay man Bisexual Other Prefer not to
say

NR

Male
40

Female
52Prefer not 

to say/ NR
8

% Base 785  

% Base 785  

% Base 785 
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8. Respondent profile 

8.7 Ethnic background 

 Total % 

White   

Welsh/English/Scottish/Northern Irish/British 631 80.4 
Irish 9 1.1 
Gypsy or Irish Traveller 0 0 
Any other White background 42 5.4 
Mixed   
White and Black Caribbean 0 0 
White and Black African 0 0 
White and Asian 1 0.1 
Any other Mixed background 3 0.4 
Asian or Asian British   
Indian 4 0.5 
Pakistani 0 0 
Bangladeshi 0 0 
Chinese 0 0 
Any other Asian background 2 0.3 
Black or Black British   
African  2 0.3 
Caribbean 0 0 
Any other Black background 0 0 
Other   
Arab 2 0.3 
Other 1 0.1 

No response 51 6.5 
Prefer not to say 37 4.7 

% Base 785  

8.8 Religion 
% Base 785  

61

13
0.9 0.4 0.1 1

10
1 7 6

No
religion

Christian Buddhist Jewish Pagan Agnostic Atheist Other Prefer not
to say

NR

White 
British
80

BME
8

NR
11
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Appendix A. Methodology & data analysis 

Fieldwork 
The consultation period ran for 12 weeks, commencing in June and ending on the 10 September 
2017. Background information on the proposed scheme was available on the Council’s website, along 
with an online questionnaire. In addition, in-home interviews were also conducted by contractors on 
behalf of the Council with a wide cross section of residents and businesses.  In total, 796 individuals 
took part in the consultation, including 500 by interview, 285 online (of which 10 were originally 
received as paper copies) and 11 email responses. 

 

Data presentation 
Readers should take care when considering percentage results from some of the sub groups within 
the main sample, as the base figures may sometimes be small.  

Many results are recalculated to remove ‘no opinion’ or ‘can’t remember’ responses from the final 
figures, a technique known as ‘re-basing’. 

 

Error Margins 
Error margins for the sample overall, and for individual questions, are the amount by which a result 
might vary due to chance. The error margins in the results are quoted at the standard 95% level, and 
are determined by the sample size and the distribution of scores.  For the sake of simplicity, error 
margins for historic data are not included, but can typically be assumed to be at least as big as those 
for the 2017 data. When comparing two sets of scores, it is important to remember that error margins 
will apply independently to each. 
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Appendix A.  Methodology and data analysis 

Tests of statistical significance 
When two sets of survey data are compared to one another (e.g. between different years, or 
demographic sub groups), the observed differences are typically tested for statistical significance. 
Differences that are significant can be said, with a high degree of confidence, to be real variations that 
are unlikely to be due to chance. Any differences that are not significant may still be real, especially 
when a number of different questions all demonstrate the same pattern, but this cannot be stated 
with statistical confidence and may just be due to chance.  

Unless otherwise stated, all statistically significant differences are reported at the 95% confidence 
level. Tests used were the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test (rating scales), Fischer Exact Probability test 
(small samples) and the Pearson Chi Square test (larger samples) as appropriate for the data being 
examined. These calculations rely on a number of factors such as the base figure and the level of 
variance, both within and between sample groups, thereby taking into account more than just the 
simple difference between the headline percentage scores. This means that some results are reported 
as significant despite being superficially similar to others that are not. Conversely, some seemingly 
notable differences in two sets of headline scores are not enough to signal a significant change in the 
underlying pattern across all points in the scale. For example:  

 

    Two satisfaction ratings might have the same or similar total satisfaction score, but be 
quite different when one considers the detailed results for the proportion very satisfied 

versus fairly satisfied.  

    There may also be a change in the proportions who were very or fairly dissatisfied, or 
ticked the middle point in the scale, which is not apparent from the headline score.  

    In rare cases there are complex changes across the scale that are difficult to categorise e.g. 
in a single question one might simultaneously observe a disappointing shift from very to 
fairly satisfied, at the same time as their being a welcome shift from very dissatisfied to 
neither. 

    If the results included a relatively small number of people then the error margins are 
bigger. This means that the combined error margins for the two ratings being compared 
might be bigger than the observed difference between them. 
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Appendix B. Example questionnaire
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Appendix B.  Example questionnaire 

Citywide Additional  
Licensing Scheme consultation
The council is currently consulting on two proposed licensing 
schemes for private rented housing in the city. These are:

•   A citywide Additional Licensing Scheme for smaller houses in multiple
occupation (HMOs) which are not covered by mandatory licensing 

•  A Selective Licensing Scheme for other private rented homes
in 12 wards in the city.

This questionnaire is asking for your views on the introduction 
of a citywide Additional Licensing Scheme. If agreed, this 
would come into force in spring 2018.  

Background information
Additional licensing enables local authorities to licence smaller 
HMOs not covered under the mandatory scheme if certain 
conditions are met. This would apply to properties which are two 
or more storeys, occupied by three or more people who are not 
from the same family and who share a kitchen, bathroom or toilet. 
By requiring landlords to apply for a licence, the council is able to 
ensure they are a ‘fit and proper’ person and through compliance 
with the licence conditions, are providing well managed homes.

The local authority is required to consult with interested parties 
about the scheme and consider representations before reaching 
a final decision. Further information on the scheme including the 
consultation document, the proposed conditions and frequently 
asked questions about the proposals are included with this 
questionaire. It is also available on www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/ 
prs-licensing-consultation 

1a. Are you responding to the questionnaire as a…..

  Home owner in Brighton & Hove

  Private rented tenant in Brighton & Hove

   Social housing tenant in Brighton & 

Hove  (renting from the council/housing 

association)

  Live in a shared home or HMO

  Letting/managing agent

  Landlord of property in Brighton & Hove 

  Local business

  Other, please give detail below

1b. In which ward do you live?   

  Brunswick & Adelaide

  Central Hove

  East Brighton 

  Goldsmid 

  Hangleton & Knoll 

  Hanover & Elm Grove

  Hollingdean & Stanmer

  Hove Park 

   Moulsecoomb & Bevendean

  Patcham

  North Portslade 

  South Portslade

  St Peter’s & North Laine

  Preston Park 

  Regency

  Rottingdean Coastal 

  Queens Park 

  Westbourne

  Wish 

  Withdean

  Woodingdean 

  Outside of the city

  Don’t know

1c. If you are a resident in the city what is your postcode 

1

2a. Listed below are some of the most common issues that have been 

associated with HMOs and flats within HMOs.  In the last 12 months 

how much of an issue or not have the following been for you?

Poor external appearance of HMOs and their gardens

  A very big issue

  A fairly big issue

  Not a very big issue

  Not an issue at all

  Don’t know / not sure

Noise nuisance such as loud music and parties from HMOs

  A very big issue

  A fairly big issue

  Not a very big issue

  Not an issue at all

  Don’t know / not sure

 Dumped rubbish and litter around HMOs

  A very big issue

  A fairly big issue

  Not a very big issue

  Not an issue at all

  Don’t know / not sure

Poorly managed HMOs

  A very big issue

  A fairly big issue

  Not a very big issue

  Not an issue at all

  Don’t know / not sure

Poor internal property conditions within HMOs

  A very big issue

  A fairly big issue

  Not a very big issue

  Not an issue at all

  Don’t know / not sure

2b. In the past 12 months, in your local area have there been any other 

issues associated with HMOs and flats within HMOs?  

2c Have you lived in an HMO in the past 12 months? 

  Yes (please go to question 2d)

  No

  Don’t know

  N/A 

2

2d. If you have lived in an HMO in the last 12 months, do you feel that your 

health has been adversely affected by the condition of the property you 

lived in?

  A great deal

  To some extent

  Not very much 

  Not at all

  Don’t know / not sure

It is proposed that the scheme will include standards relating to the following

•  Amenities, facilities and space 
standards 

•  References

•  Tenancy management 

•  Overcrowding

•  Utility supplies

•  Gas, electrical and fire safety

•  Furniture and furnishings

•  Energy efficiency

•  Property management 

•  Property inspections 

•  Waste and recycling

•  Tackling Anti-Social Behaviour 

•  Notification of changes 

•  Licence limitations 

Please note that some of the standards are mandatory under legislation and regulations. 

3a To what extent do you agree or disagree that the proposed licence 

standards and conditions of the scheme will improve the standard of 

HMOs in Brighton & Hove?

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

3b Please provide any additional comments, including any comments you 

have on the proposed conditions themselves.

3
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Appendix B.  Example questionnaire 

4. Thinking about the draft licencing proposals, how much do you agree or 

disagree with the following statements?

Additional licensing would help reduce neighbourhood problems e.g. noise, nuisance and rubbish

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

Additional licensing would help ensure that HMOs are better maintained and managed

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

Additional licensing would help to improve the health and safety of tenants living in HMOs

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

Additional licensing would help to identify the poorer performing landlords of HMOs

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

   Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

Additional licensing would help to support good landlords of HMOs

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

5a The council is proposing that the scheme will last for five years.  If you 

think the scheme should be shorter please let us know why 

4

5b The proposed fee structure is based on the number of occupants or 

tenancy lets. These fees can be found in the consultation document.  

We propose to have:

A standard fee

A prompted fee which would apply where a licence application has not been 

made proactively and the council has to carry out investigation and/or chase up 

work to ensure that an application is made 

A renewal fee where a licence has previously been held at the property  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed fee 

structure?

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

5c Please provide any additional comments to explain your response 

5d Do you think there should be a reduction in the fee for landlords who 

are accredited under a landlord/agent scheme who can meet national 

standards of good practice?

  Strongly agree

  Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

5

5e Please provide any additional comments to explain your response 

6 Normally licences are awarded for the length of the scheme (up to five 

years).  

The council cannot refuse to award a licence where there is outstanding 

planning permission or other issues at the property, eg no planning permission 

in place to have an HMO.  

The council is therefore proposing to issue shorter licences where there 

is outstanding planning permission or other issues at the property. Do 

you agree with this?

  Strongly agree

   Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

Question 7 – please only respond if you are responding as a landlord

7a We intend to make the application and payment process online only via 

the council’s website. Is there anything we need to consider to make this 

work for you?

   Yes    No    Don’t know/ Not sure 

7b Please provide additional comments to explain your response 

<

6

8a. Overall do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce 

additional licensing across the whole city?

  Strongly agree

   Tend to agree

 Neither agree nor disagree

  Tend to disagree

  Strongly disagree

  Don’t know / not sure

8b If you disagree with the proposal to introduce additional HMO licensing 

across the city would you like the scheme introduced in:

(a) Only the existing areas of the city where additional licensing currently applies

(b) Fewer areas of the city

(c) No areas in the city

If you answered b please let us know which areas you feel should be covered and why

8c. Is there anything we have not considered or, do you have any comments 

about the proposals to introduce additional licencing across the whole city?

7
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Appendix B.  Example questionnaire 

9. Please provide any further comments you have about the proposed 

Additional Licensing Scheme

10. If you would like to receive feedback on the consultation please provide 

your name and a contact email or postal address

8

Equalities Monitoring Form
The reason why we ask you these questions is so we can:
• Make our council services open to everyone in the city,
• Treat everyone fairly and appropriately when they use our services,
• In consultations, make sure that we have views from all across the city. 

The Equality Act 2010 makes these aims part of our legal duties. Your answers help us check that 
we have met the law and help improve our services. Your answers are completely confidential. We 
will only use them to make services better. Information from forms is combined so you cannot be 
identified. A short guide to these questions is available. Please ask if you would like it. You can also ask 
for a large print version.

What age are you in years?

 Prefer not to say

What gender are you?

 Male  Female  Other  Prefer not to say

Do you identify as the gender you were assigned at birth? 
For people who are transgender, the gender they were assigned at birth is not the same as their 
own sense of their gender.

  Yes   No   Prefer not to say 

How would you describe your ethnic origin?

White

   English, Welsh, Scottish,  

Northern Irish, British

  Irish

   Gypsy or 

Irish Traveller

  Other White

Black or Black British

  African

  Caribbean

  Other Black

Asian or Asian British

  Bangladeshi

  Indian

  Pakistani

  Chinese

  Other Asian

Mixed 

  Asian & White

  Black African & White

  Black Caribbean & White

  Other Mixed

Other ethnic group

  Arab

  Other ethnic group  

(please specify)

Which of the following best describes your sexual orientation?

  Bisexual

  Gay man

  Heterosexual / ‘Straight’

  Lesbian / Gay woman

  Prefer not to say

  Other (please specify)

9

What is your religion or belief?

   I have no particular 

religion or belief

   Buddhist

   Christian

   Hindu

   Jain

   Jewish

   Muslim

   Pagan

   Sikh

   Agnostic

   Atheist

   Other

   Other philosophical belief

   Prefer not to say

Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or 

disability which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months?

 Yes, a little  Yes, a lot  No  Prefer not to say

If yes, please state the type of impairment. If you have more than one please tick all that apply.  
If none apply, please mark Other and write an answer in (examples are given in the guidance)

   Physical Impairment

   Long-standing Illness

   Sensory Impairment

   Mental Health Condition

   Learning Disability/

Difficulty

   Developmental Condition

   Autistic Spectrum

   Other (please state) 

Are you a carer?
A carer provides unpaid support to family or friends who are ill, frail, disabled or have mental 
health or substance misuse problems. 

 Yes  No  Prefer not to say

If yes, do you care for a:

   Parent

   Child with special needs

   Other family member

   Partner / spouse

   Friend

   Other (please give details)

Armed Forces Service:
Are you currently serving in the UK Armed Forces? (this  

includes reservists or part-time service, eg: Territorial Army)  Yes  No  Prefer not to say

Have you ever served in the UK Armed Forces?   Yes  No  Prefer not to say

Are you a member of a current or former serviceman  

or woman’s immediate family/household?  Yes  No  Prefer not to say

Thank you for completing this form – it will help us improve our services for 
everyone.Please return this form with the questionnaire. 
The data controller for this form is Brighton & Hove City Council.

10
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Appendix C. Data summary 

Please note that throughout the report 
the quoted results typically refer to the 
‘valid’ column of the data summary if it 
appears. 
 
The ‘valid’ column contains data that has 
been rebased, normally because non-
respondents were excluded and/or 
question routing applied. 
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Appendix C. Data summary

Frequency % overall % valid

Q1 Respondent type Base: 785
 1: Home owner in Brighton & Hove 350 44.6
 2: Private rented tenant in Brighton & Hove 235 29.9
 3: Social housing tenant in Brighton & Hove 77 9.8
 4: Live in a shared home or HMO 110 14.0
 5: Letting/managing agent 5 0.6
 6: Landlord of property in Brighton & Hove 77 9.8
 7: Local business 56 7.1
 8: Other 16 2.0

N/R 1 0.1

Q1b In which ward do you live? Base: 785
 9: Outside the city 24 3.1
 10: Don't know / not sure 6 0.8
 11: Brunswick & Adelaide 34 4.3
 12: Central Hove 42 5.4
 13: East Brighton 38 4.8
 14: Goldsmid 37 4.7
 15: Hangleton & Knoll 32 4.1
 16: Hanover & Elm Grove 65 8.3
 17: Hollingdean & Stanmer 38 4.8
 18: Hove Park 36 4.6
 19: Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 46 5.9
 20: North Portslade 21 2.7
 21: Patcham 32 4.1
 22: Preston Park 42 5.4
 23: Queen's Park 39 5.0
 24: Regency 35 4.5
 25: Rottingdean Coastal 33 4.2
 26: South Portslade 28 3.6
 27: St Peter's & North Laine 55 7.0
 28: Westbourne 25 3.2

22 2.8
29 3.7

29: Wish
30: Withdean   
31: Woodingdean 22 2.8

N/R 4 0.5

Q2a_1 Poor external appearance of HMOs and their gardens Base: 785
 32: A very big issue 48 6.1 6.4
 33: A fairly big issue 164 20.9 21.8
 34: Not a very big issue 367 46.8 48.9
 35: Not an isssue at all 172 21.9 22.9
 36: Don't know  / not sure 14 1.8

N/R 20 2.5

Q2a_2 Noise nuisance such as loud music and parties from HMOs Base: 785
 37: A very big issue 55 7.0 7.3
 38: A fairly big issue 156 19.9 20.8
 39: Not a very big issue 362 46.1 48.3
 40: Not an isssue at all 176 22.4 23.5
 41: Don't know  / not sure 14 1.8

N/R 22 2.8
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Appendix C. Data summary

Frequency % overall % valid

Q2a_3 Dumped rubbish and litter around HMOs Base: 785
 42: A very big issue 73 9.3 9.7
 43: A fairly big issue 183 23.3 24.3
 44: Not a very big issue 340 43.3 45.1
 45: Not an isssue at all 158 20.1 21.0
 46: Don't know  / not sure 11 1.4

N/R 20 2.5

Q2a_4 Poorly managed HMOs Base: 785
 47: A very big issue 69 8.8 10.3
 48: A fairly big issue 143 18.2 21.3
 49: Not a very big issue 312 39.7 46.4
 50: Not an isssue at all 148 18.9 22.0
 51: Don't know  / not sure 40 5.1

N/R 73 9.3

Q2a_5 Poor internal property conditions within HMOs Base: 785
 52: A very big issue 53 6.8 8.5
 53: A fairly big issue 107 13.6 17.3
 54: Not a very big issue 307 39.1 49.5
 55: Not an isssue at all 153 19.5 24.7
 56: Don't know  / not sure 71 9.0

N/R 94 12.0

R2b In the past 12 months, in your local area have there been any other issues 

associated with HMOs and flats within HMOs Base: 785
 57: ASB 26 3.3
 58: Bulky waste 11 1.4
 59: Crime 6 0.8
 60: Drive up rent 7 0.9
 61: HMOs are important and not always the problem 3 0.4
 62: Holiday lets 2 0.3
 63: Litter and household waste 12 1.5
 64: Miscellaneous 11 1.4
 65: Overcrowding 6 0.8
 66: Parking 12 1.5
 67: Party houses/ Airbnb 12 1.5
 68: Poorly maintained properties 9 1.1
 69: Push up rents 1 0.1
 70: Pushing away families 9 1.1
 71: Safety issues 4 0.5

N/R 691 88.0

Q2c Have you lived in an HMO in the past 12 months? Base: 785
 72: Yes 136 17.3
 73: No 617 78.6
 74: Don't know / not sure 7 0.9
 75: Not applicable 22 2.8

N/R 3 0.4
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Appendix C. Data summary

Frequency % overall % valid

Q2d If you have lived in an HMO in the last 12 months do you feel that your health 

has been adversely affected by the condition of the property you lived in? Base: 785
 76: A great deal 5 0.6 3.7
 77: To some extent 11 1.4 8.1
 78: Not very much 22 2.8 16.2
 79: Not at all 98 12.5 72.1

N/R 649 82.7

Q3a To what extent do you agree or disagree that the proposed licence standards and 

conditions of the scheme will improve the standard of HMOs in Brighton & Hove? Base: 785
 80: Strongly agree 375 47.8 48.1
 81: Tend to agree 296 37.7 38.0
 82: Neither agree nor disagree 21 2.7 2.7
 83: Tend to disagree 34 4.3 4.4
 84: Strongly disagree 53 6.8 6.8
 85: Don't know / not sure 4 0.5

N/R 2 0.3

R3b Additional comments on the proposed conditions Base: 785
 86: Does not add to existing powers 8 1.0
 87: Generally  in favour of proposal 353 45.0
 88: Generally against the proposal 5 0.6
 89: Include impact on neighbours in conditions 1 0.1
 90: Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc 13 1.7
 91: Loopholes will be exploited 9 1.1
 92: Miscellaneous 18 2.3
 93: More conditions on damp 3 0.4
 94: More conditions on overcrowding 1 0.1
 95: More conditions to tackle ASB 3 0.4
 96: More conditions to tackle parking 2 0.3
 97: More conditions on HMO density 2 0.3
 98: More fire safety conditions 1 0.1
 99: Not always possible to meet conditions 2 0.3
 100: Should include temporary/ emergency accomodation 1 0.1
 101: Ventilation 1 0.1
 102: Will just put up rents 22 2.8
 103: Will just reduce PRS 12 1.5
 104: Will not make a difference 15 1.9
 105: Will not without better enforcement 39 5.0
 106: Undecided 4 0.5

N/R 300 38.2

Q4a Additional licensing would help reduce neighbourhood problems e.g. noise, 

nuisance and rubbish Base: 785
 107: Strongly agree 114 14.5 14.7
 108: Tend to agree 426 54.3 55.0
 109: Neither agree nor disagree 134 17.1 17.3
 110: Tend to disagree 38 4.8 4.9
 111: Strongly disagree 63 8.0 8.1
 112: Don't know / not sure 9 1.1

N/R 1 0.1
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Frequency % overall % valid

Q4b Additional licensing would help ensure that HMOs are better maintained and 

managed Base: 785
 113: Strongly agree 150 19.1 19.2
 114: Tend to agree 431 54.9 55.2
 115: Neither agree nor disagree 116 14.8 14.9
 116: Tend to disagree 30 3.8 3.8
 117: Strongly disagree 54 6.9 6.9
 118: Don't know / not sure 3 0.4

N/R 1 0.1

Q4c Additional licensing would help to improve the health and safety of tenants living 

in HMOs Base: 785
 119: Strongly agree 153 19.5 19.6
 120: Tend to agree 422 53.8 54.0
 121: Neither agree nor disagree 127 16.2 16.2
 122: Tend to disagree 27 3.4 3.5
 123: Strongly disagree 53 6.8 6.8
 124: Don't know / not sure 2 0.3

N/R 1 0.1

Q4d Additional licensing would help to identify the poorer performing landlords of 

HMOs Base: 785
 125: Strongly agree 197 25.1 25.3
 126: Tend to agree 407 51.8 52.2
 127: Neither agree nor disagree 105 13.4 13.5
 128: Tend to disagree 24 3.1 3.1
 129: Strongly disagree 46 5.9 5.9
 130: Don't know / not sure 2 0.3

N/R 4 0.5

Q4e Additional licensing would help to support good landlords of HMOs Base: 785
 131: Strongly agree 197 25.1 25.4
 132: Tend to agree 370 47.1 47.6
 133: Neither agree nor disagree 118 15.0 15.2
 134: Tend to disagree 31 3.9 4.0
 135: Strongly disagree 61 7.8 7.9
 136: Don't know / not sure 3 0.4

N/R 5 0.6

R5a_1 Reason for the scheme to be shorter Base: 785
 138: Fee cost/higher rents 9 1.1 11.4
 139: Short student lets 3 0.4 3.8
 140: Trial period 57 7.3 72.2

N/R 706 89.9

R5a_2 Period of scheme Base: 785
 141: Less than 5 years 12 1.5 8.5
 142: 1 year 8 1.0 5.7
 143: 2 years 17 2.2 12.1
 144: 3 years 38 4.8 27.0
 145: 4 years 1 0.1 0.7
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Frequency % overall % valid

 146: 5 years 20 2.5 14.2
 147: More than 5 years 15 1.9 10.6
 148: Do not implement scheme at all 30 3.8 21.3

N/R 644 82.0

Q5b To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed fee structure? Base: 785
 149: Strongly agree 252 32.1 32.8
 150: Tend to agree 377 48.0 49.0
 151: Neither agree nor disagree 38 4.8 4.9
 152: Tend to disagree 32 4.1 4.2
 153: Strongly disagree 70 8.9 9.1
 154: Don't know / not sure 10 1.3

N/R 6 0.8

R5c Additional comments about proposed fee structure Base: 785
 155: A fair amount 199 25.4
 156: Against all fees 13 1.7
 157: Excludes Party Houses/Airbnb etc. 3 0.4
 158: Makes landlords more responsible 9 1.1
 159: Miscellaneous 30 3.8
 160: Presuming it covers all costs? 34 4.3
 161: Too expensive 31 3.9
 162: Should be higher 10 1.3
 163: Will harm PRS 2 0.3
 164: Will lead to rent increases 33 4.2

N/R 447 56.9

Q5d Do you think there should be a reduction in the fee for landlords who are 

accredited under a landlord/agent scheme who can meet national standards of good 

practice? Base: 785
 165: Strongly agree 266 33.9 34.7
 166: Tend to agree 395 50.3 51.6
 167: Neither agree nor disagree 37 4.7 4.8
 168: Tend to disagree 26 3.3 3.4
 169: Strongly disagree 42 5.4 5.5
 170: Don't know / not sure 12 1.5

N/R 7 0.9

R5e Additional comments regarding a reduction in fees for accreditation Base: 785
 171: Accreditation won't help 23 2.9
 172: Against all fees 9 1.1
 173: Good landlords should pay nothing 6 0.8
 174: Landlords should pay in full 9 1.1
 175: Miscellaneous 20 2.5
 176: Rewards good landlords 29 3.7
 177: Will encourage accreditation 238 30.3
 178: Will lead to higher rents regardless 3 0.4

N/R 448 57.1

Q6 Do you agree with the proposal to issue shorter licences where there are 

outstanding planning permission or other issues to the property? Base: 785
 179: Strongly agree 253 32.2 33.1
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Frequency % overall % valid

 180: Tend to agree 401 51.1 52.4
 181: Neither agree nor disagree 69 8.8 9.0
 182: Tend to disagree 14 1.8 1.8
 183: Strongly disagree 28 3.6 3.7
 184: Don't know / not sure 16 2.0

N/R 4 0.5

Q7a We intend to make the application and payment process online only via the 

council's website. Is there anything we need to consider to make this work for you? Base: 77
 185: Yes 21 2.7 27.3
 186: No 34 4.3 44.2
 187: Don't know / not sure 21 2.7 27.3

N/R 709 90.3 1.3

Q8a Overall do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce additional 

licensing across the whole city? Base: 785
 188: Strongly agree 376 47.9 48.3
 189: Tend to agree 299 38.1 38.4
 190: Neither agree nor disagree 13 1.7 1.7
 191: Tend to disagree 23 2.9 3.0
 192: Strongly disagree 68 8.7 8.7
 193: Don't know / not sure 3 0.4

N/R 3 0.4

Q8b If you disagree with the proposal to introduce additional HMO licensing across 

the city would you like the scheme introduced in: Base: 91
 194: Only the existing areas of the city where additional licensing currently applies 16 2.0 17.6
 195: Fewer areas of the city 6 0.8 6.6
 196: No areas in the city 61 7.8 67.0

N/R 702 89.4 8.8

R8c Anything we haven't considered? Base: 785
 197: Better enforcement required 9 1.1
 198: Effect on small/live in landlords 6 0.8
 199: Existing powers should be enough 4 0.5
 200: Focus on homes for families not just HMOs 6 0.8
 201: Impact of increased rents 24 3.1
 202: Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc 14 1.8
 203: Issues with density 6 0.8
 204: Make sure good landlords are not punished 2 0.3
 205: Making sure PRS is not reduced 4 0.5
 206: Miscellaneous 16 2.0
 207: Not enough evidence for it 2 0.3
 208: Use a more targeted approach only on rogue landlords 10 1.3

N/R 687 87.5

R9 Further comments about the proposed Additional Licensing Scheme Base: 785
 209: Effect on small/live in landlords 2 0.3
 210: Enforcement is key 9 1.1
 211: Existing powers are sufficient 4 0.5
 212: Focus on ASB 2 0.3
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Frequency % overall % valid

 213: Generally in favour of proposal 50 6.4
 214: Generally against the proposal 7 0.9
 215: Include Party Houses/Airbnb etc. 5 0.6
 216: Introduce scheme quickly 18 2.3
 217: Just a money making scheme 5 0.6
 218: Miscellaneous 27 3.4
 219: Provide feedback via press or radio 10 1.3
 220: Provide feedback via social media 55 7.0
 221: Rent will increase 4 0.5
 222: Thank you for the consultation 78 9.9
 223: Will reduce PRS 2 0.3

N/R 558 71.1

D101 Gender Base: 785
 224: Male 314 40.0
 225: Female 405 51.6
 226: Other 1 0.1
 227: Prefer not to say 35 4.5

N/R 30 3.8

D102 Do you identify as the sex you were assigned at birth? Base: 785
 228: Yes 681 86.8
 229: No 1 0.1
 230: Prefer not to say 40 5.1

N/R 63 8.0

D103 What age are you [grouped] Base: 785
 231: Under 16 0 0.0
 232: 16 ‐ 24 64 8.2
 233: 25 ‐ 34 139 17.7
 234: 35 ‐ 44 148 18.9
 235: 45 ‐ 54 132 16.8
 236: 55 ‐ 64 109 13.9
 237: 65 ‐ 74 66 8.4
 238: 75 ‐ 84 18 2.3
 239: 85 and over 1 0.1
 240: Prefer not to say 58 7.4

N/R 50 6.4

D104 What age are you [recode] Base: 785
 241: 16 ‐ 34 203 25.9
 242: 35 ‐ 54 280 35.7
 243: 55 ‐ 64 109 13.9
 244: 65+ 85 10.8

N/R 108 13.8

D105 Sexual orientation Base: 785
 245: Heterosexual / Straight 632 80.5
 246: Lesbian / Gay woman 7 0.9
 247: Gay man 16 2.0
 248: Bisexual 10 1.3
 249: Other 2 0.3
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Frequency % overall % valid

 250: Prefer not to say 60 7.6

N/R 58 7.4

D106 Sexual orientation [simple] Base: 785
 251: Heterosexual / Straight 632 80.5
 252: LGB 33 4.2
 253: Other 2 0.3
 254: Prefer not to say 60 7.6

N/R 58 7.4

D107 Ethnic origin Base: 785
 255: White British / UK 631 80.4
 256: White Irish 9 1.1
 257: White ‐ Gypsy or Irish Traveller 0 0.0
 258: White ‐ Any other White background 42 5.4
 259: Asian or Asian British ‐ Bangladeshi 0 0.0
 260: Asian or Asian British ‐ Indian 4 0.5
 261: Asian or Asian British ‐ Pakistani 0 0.0
 262: Asian or Asian British ‐ Chinese 0 0.0
 263: Asian or Asian British ‐ Any other Asian background 2 0.3
 264: Black or Black British ‐ African 2 0.3
 265: Black or Black British ‐ Caribbean 0 0.0
 266: Black or Black British ‐ Any other Black background 0 0.0
 267: Mixed ‐ Asian & White 1 0.1
 268: Mixed ‐ Black African & White 0 0.0
 269: Mixed ‐ Black Caribbean & White 0 0.0
 270: Mixed ‐ Any other mixed background 3 0.4
 271: Arab 2 0.3
 272: Any other ethnic background 1 0.1
 273: Prefer not to say 37 4.7

N/R 51 6.5

D108 Ethnic origin [simple] Base: 785
 274: White British/UK 631 80.4
 275: White Irish 9 1.1
 276: White Gypsy / Irish traveller 0 0.0
 277: White other 42 5.4
 278: BME (non White ethnicity) 15 1.9
 279: Prefer not to say 37 4.7

N/R 51 6.5

D109 Ethnic origin [recode] Base: 785
 280: White British 631 80.4
 281: BME 66 8.4

N/R 88 11.2

D110 Religion Base: 785
 282: I have no particular religion/belief 475 60.5
 283: Buddhist 7 0.9
 284: Christian 98 12.5
 285: Hindu 0 0.0
 286: Jain 0 0.0
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Frequency % overall % valid

 287: Jewish 3 0.4
 288: Muslim 0 0.0
 289: Pagan 1 0.1
 290: Sikh 0 0.0
 291: Agnostic 9 1.1
 292: Atheist 81 10.3
 293: Other 3 0.4
 294: Other philosophical belief 6 0.8
 295: prefer not to say 52 6.6

N/R 50 6.4

D111 Are your day‐to‐day activities limited because of a health problem or disability 

which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months? Base: 785
 296: Yes a little 67 8.5
 297: Yes a lot 24 3.1
 298: No 598 76.2
 299: Prefer no to say 44 5.6

N/R 52 6.6

D112 Please state the type of impairment which applies to you Base: 785
 300: Physical Impairment 48 6.1
 301: Sensory Impairment 20 2.5
 302: Learning Disability / Difficulty 2 0.3
 303: Long‐standing Illness 20 2.5
 304: Mental Health Condition 13 1.7
 305: Autistic Spectrum 1 0.1
 306: Other Developmental Condition 0 0.0
 307: Other 2 0.3

N/R 694 88.4

D113 Are you a carer? Base: 785
 308: Yes 44 5.6
 309: No 643 81.9
 310: Prefer not to say 44 5.6

N/R 54 6.9

D114 Do you care for Base: 785
 311: Parent 27 3.4
 312: Child with special needs 2 0.3
 313: Other family member 2 0.3
 314: Partner / spouse 13 1.7
 315: Friend 1 0.1
 316: Other 0 0.0

N/R 741 94.4

D115 Are you currently serving in the UK Armed Forces (this includes reservists or part‐

time service, e.g. Territorial Army) Base: 785
 317: Yes 0 0.0
 318: No 685 87.3
 319: Prefer not to say 30 3.8

N/R 70 8.9
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Appendix C. Data summary

Frequency % overall % valid

D116 Have you ever served in the UK Armed Forces? Base: 785
 320: Yes 18 2.3
 321: No 670 85.4
 322: Prefer not to say 31 3.9

N/R 66 8.4

D117 Are you a member of a current of former serviceman or woman's immediate 

family / household? Base: 785
 323: Yes 4 0.5
 324: No 680 86.6
 325: Prefer not to say 31 3.9

N/R 70 8.9

D118 Have a connection to the Armed forces Base: 785
 326: Yes 22 2.8
 327: No 665 84.7
 328: Prefer not to say 30 3.8

N/R 68 8.7

52
116



53

this page is intentionally left blank  

117



(t) 0844 272 6004 

(w) www.arp-research.co.uk 
 

 

ARP Research Ltd 

1 Dickenson Court, Sheffield, S35 2ZS 

  

Registered in England and Wales, No. 07342249. 

118


	49 Proposed Additional Licensing Scheme for Houses in Multiple Occupation
	Appendix 1 Additional Licensing Scheme Consultation Report
	1. Introduction
	2. Executive summary
	3. Overall support
	4. Improving standards
	5. Issues with HMOs
	6. Fees
	7. Licences
	8. Respondent profile
	Appendix A. Methodology & data analysis
	Appendix B. Example questionnaire
	Appendix C. Data summary




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 100
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 100
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 858.614]
>> setpagedevice




