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INTRODUCTION 

Selective licensing is a discretionary power available to Leeds City Council (‘the Council’) 

under Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 (‘the Act’). It allows the Council, subject to a business 

case proposal put forward, to designate an area as a selective licensing area which then 

requires all private landlords in that area to obtain a licence for each property they rent out. 

The licence has conditions which a landlord has to abide by during the period of the scheme, 

which can last up to 5 years. The Act also requires that an applicant for a licence also has to 

be considered a “fit and proper person” to hold a licence.  

The aim of selective licensing is to improve the management and condition of properties in 

the private rented sector; it does not address hazards or improvement of accommodation, 

beyond any required by the mandatory licence conditions in the Act, as the Council already 

has a duty to address these under Part 1 of the Act. 

The licence is subject to payment of a fee to cover the cost of the administration of the 

scheme, including the enforcement of licence conditions.  

Failure to obtain a licence or to comply with conditions may lead to legal proceedings being 

taken against the landlord, either prosecution or imposition of a civil penalty with a potential 

fine of up to £30,000. 

Any selective licensing scheme must be subject to a business case being made out for the 

designation of the area. The Government has provided guidance1 (‘the Government 

guidance’) on what a council should consider - and how they undertake the process - to 

determine if there is a case for designation.  

The Government guidance identifies six potential criteria (one or more of which should be 

experienced in the area) for any case to be considered. The criteria are; 

 low housing demand; 

 anti-social behaviour directly associated with the private rented sector (‘PRS’); 

 poor housing conditions within the PRS; 

 high levels of migration; 

 high levels of deprivation; 

 high levels of crime associated with the PRS. 

In February 2017, the Council’s Executive Board (‘the Board’) considered the option of 

introducing selective licensing within Beeston. The Board approved officers to look at the 

potential of developing a business case for the area and to report back at a later date to 

allow them to fully consider the option.  

Officers have considered the criteria of high levels of deprivation and have taken into 

account the Government guidance that states, “In deciding whether to make a designation 

because the local authority considers the area suffers from a high level of deprivation we 

recommend that the local housing authority considers the following factors when compared 

to other similar neighbourhoods in the local authority area or within the region: 

 
1. Selective licensing in the private rented sector A Guide for local authorities, Department for   

Communities and Local Government, March 2015 
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 the employment status of adults; 

 the average income of households;  

 the health of households; 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services; 

 housing conditions; 

 the physical environment; 

 levels of crime 

Although it is a matter for the local housing authority to determine whether, having regard to 

the above factors, the area is one suffering from a high level of deprivation, the local housing 

authority may only make a designation if a high proportion of housing in the area is in the 

private rented sector”. 

The Beeston area covers approximately 6400 properties in total. Initial estimates put the 

private rented sector in Beeston at around 50% or 3200 of all of the housing stock. This is 

based on an investigation into the potential tenure of approximately 65% of all residential 

dwellings in the area based on information available to officers. Any level above 20/25% 

which is the city average is considered a high level of PRS housing so Beeston clearly fits 

this criteria. 

At present, the Council has no designated selective licensing scheme in the city which 

means that the level of private rented properties in this area, when combined with the 

potential scheme currently being considered for another part of the city, is less than the 20% 

required for Secretary of State Approval of the scheme. This scheme can therefore be 

considered by the Council’s Executive Board for approval and subsequent designation. 

The proposal for designating a scheme within Beeston has been consulted on with the 

sector, residents and stakeholders. The consultation ran for 13 weeks between 1st August 

and 31st October 2018. The Government guidance requires local authorities to consult on 

proposed schemes for at least 10 weeks if they wish to self-designate.  

The business case detailed in this document contains the evidence to show the issues of 

deprivation in the area; how, if approved, any selective licensing scheme would fit within the 

strategic direction of the Council, and how the scheme itself would be implemented and run.  

The business case detailed in this document contains the evidence to show that all the 
criteria in relation to designating an area experiencing a high level of deprivation are met. 
Those criteria are that: 

 the area contains a high proportion of properties that are in the private rented sector; 

 that the area is suffering from a high level of deprivation affecting a significant 
number of occupiers of the private rented sector;  

 that making the designation will contribute to a reduction of the level of deprivation in 
the area and will improve housing conditions when combined with other measures 
taken in the area; 

 that other alternative measures that could achieve the same as selective licensing 
have been considered; 

 that selective licensing will significantly assist with achieving the objectives of the 
scheme; 

 that a co-ordinated approach will be taken with other services in the area such as 
homelessness, anti-social behaviour and empty properties; 

 that using selective licensing is consistent with the authority’s overall housing 
strategy; and 

 that reasonable steps have been taken to consult with people who are likely to be 
affected by the designation and to have considered those representations.  
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AIM OF SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON 

The main aim of the scheme is, together with other measures as part of a wider strategy, to 

improve the housing conditions in the private rented sector in order to contribute to a 

reduction of issues related to the level of deprivation in the area. 

To achieve this aim it is the intention to: 

 Improve the management of the private rented sector properties in the area in 

partnership with the sector or using the powers available under the scheme as 

appropriate by visiting every licenced property during the life time of the scheme 

 

 Improve the quality of private rented sector properties to ensure the safety of 

occupiers in the area by supporting the scheme with resources to address 

substandard accommodation where they fail to meet the minimum legal standards 

 

 To work in partnership with other agencies and supporting licence holders to address 

issues relating to the environment, crime and ASB  

 

 To work in partnership with agencies and residents to address their needs in relation 

to household income, employment, health and access to services. 

STRATEGIC SIGNIFICANCE – WHY BEESTON? 

Beeston is strategically important to the Council. The aim of the Council is to ensure that all 

the citizens of Leeds enjoy the benefits of living in one to country’s largest and more 

prosperous cities. Not everyone has benefitted from the city’s success and some have been 

less fortunately than others. To address this the Council has developed a number of 

strategies to try and tackle the stubborn inequalities which have affected areas of the city. 

Strategic Framework 

Below, we highlight key elements of our Vision and strategy framework relevant to our 

selective licensing proposals for Beeston. 

Leeds 2030 – Vision for Leeds 2011 to 2030  

Our Vision sets out both the ambition for the city and our ambition to be the Best Council in 

the UK. This means: 

- Leeds will be fair, open and welcoming 
- Leeds’s economy will be prosperous and sustainable 
- All Leeds’s communities will be successful 

To achieve this challenge the Council has set a number of aims for itself and partners. 
These include: 

 Sufficient housing including affordable housing that meets the needs of the 
community 

 People have the opportunity to get out of poverty 

 Communities are safe and people feel safe 
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 All homes are of a decent standard and everyone can afford to stay warm 

 Houses to rent and buy will meet the needs of people at different stages of their lives 

This ambitious strategy has been subject to consultation with partners businesses and the 
residents of Leeds. 

Best Council Plan 2019/20 to 2020/21 

Our Best Council Plan sets out how we intend to work towards our Vision.  Its core focus is 
on tackling poverty and inequalities by strengthening the economy and do this in a way that 
supports the most vulnerable in the city. The plan has 7 interconnected key themes: 

• Inclusive growth 
• Health and wellbeing 
• Child-friendly city 
• Safe, strong communities 
• Housing 
• 21st-century infrastructure 
• Culture 
 
 The key elements of the Safe, Strong Communities theme are: 

 Keep people safe from harm, protecting the most vulnerable 

 Helping people out of financial hardship 

 Tackling crime and ASB 

In addition the Housing theme includes: 

 Improve housing quality 

 Creating sustainable communities 

 Improving health though housing 

Housing Strategy 2016/2021 

The Housing Vision, linked to the overall vision for the city, is for all Leeds residents to be 

living in: 

 Good quality affordable homes 

 Homes with the appropriate levels of support 

 Safe and harmonious communities 

The Housing Strategy adopts the same 6 themes as the Best Council Plan. The aim of the 

strategy is to address issues such as the quality of housing, homelessness prevention, 

better neighbourhood management especially in relation to ASB, domestic violence and 

crime and to try and to try and reduce health inequalities and poverty by supporting people 

to meet their health needs including consideration of their housing options.  

In relation to the private rented sector, the housing quality is generally the poorest of all 

tenures in the city. This includes the management of occupiers and the general housing 

standards. To address these issues the Council has invested in the (housing?) service, 

doubling in size since 2010, addressing issues in the sector, recognising the growth and 

importance of this tenure in the health of the city.  

The Council recognises the vital importance of the sector in providing homes for individuals 

and families. Private renting has increased in size over the last couple of decades, mainly at 
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the expense of the owner/occupation market and is now the second largest tenure in the 

city. The twin approach adopted by the Council is to support self-regulation by the sector and 

to target resources at the poorest quality homes and worst performing landlords. 

To support the good landlords in the city the Council promotes the principle of self-regulation 

through the Leeds Rental Standard. The Standard has been developed by the National 

Landlord Association, the Residential Landlord Association and Unipol to all the sector to 

self-regulate. Coming together to form the umbrella organisation accredited landlords of all 

three bodies are dealt with by via the Standard rather than via enforcement by the Council.  

Any tenant can make a complaint regarding their housing conditions to the Council and it will 

be investigated and appropriate action taken. In addition to reacting to complaints the 

Council also issues around 3000 mandatory HMO licences pre 5 years, improving the 

standards within this market.  

The sector is also proactively targeted via the Leeds Neighbourhood Approach (LNA) and 

the Rogue Landlord Unit.  

The LNA targets areas of poor housing on a geographical basis, currently targeting Holbeck, 

a priority area for the Council and partners. As well as targeting poor quality PRS homes and 

landlords it also supports the good landlords and the community in general, helping to create 

a better more sustainable community in the Holbeck 

The Rogue Landlord Unit targets landlords based on intelligence and in partnership with 

other agencies such as the Police, HMRC, Trading Standards, and Immigration amongst 

others. The aim is to target those using the sector to support or drive their criminal activities 

and dispute and dismantle their businesses.  

Selective licensing in Beeston is consistent with the Councils overall housing strategy as it 

will contribute to the work of the Council in trying to improve the overall management and 

conditions of private rented housing in this area.  

Homelessness and Rough Sleepers Strategy 2018 – 2022 

The Council has a history of addressing issues around homelessness and rough sleeping. 

Nationally there has been a significant increase in homelessness across the country, 

something which Leeds has managed to mitigate through its innovative ways of working and 

partnerships. Below details some of the success achieved in the city. 

 9,180 households had their homelessness prevented in 2017/2018 which is up 
from 7,070 in 2016/17 

 Over 80% of all cases approaching Leeds Housing Options have their 
homelessness prevented 

 Statutory homelessness acceptances around 30% of core city average 

 Lowest TA figure per 1,000 of the population of any core city 

 Around 800 private rented tenancies set up via our scheme per year 

 No families have been placed into B&B accommodation since 2013 

 Successful implementation of the Homelessness Reduction Act with a current 
prevention rate of 92% 

 Increase in number of community based surgeries to 10 per week 

 Increased opening times in our City Centre Hub 

 No increase in wait times despite increase in footfall from around 100 per day 
to around 160 per day 

 Specialist housing options and eligibility workshops provided for EEA nationals 
in their own language 
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The 2017 Homelessness Reduction Act (HRA) came into force on 3 April 2018 and 

represents the most fundamental change in homelessness law since 1977.  The HRA 

introduces new duties for local authorities to take reasonable steps to prevent homelessness 

if an eligible household if at risk of losing their home and to relieve homelessness if an 

eligible household has no accommodation.  These duties are underpinned by a duty on the 

part of the local authority to develop a Personalised Housing Plan, in conjunction with the 

household, setting out the steps to be taken to prevent and/or relieve homelessness.  The 

plan must be reviewed over the 56 day period that a prevention or relief duty is in place.   

The HRA also changes the definition of at risk of homelessness (to likely to lose 

accommodation within a 56 day period) so to more closely mirror the two month notice 

period on an Assured Shorthold Tenancy and the definition of homelessness to make clear 

that a person whose section 21 notice on an Assured Shorthold Tenancy has expired is 

homeless. The Act maintains other definitions of homelessness and particularly that a 

person is homeless if the accommodation they have available to occupy is not reasonable to 

occupy.  These may well be particularly relevant to private rented tenants who the local 

authority determines are living in accommodation that is sub-standard or where they are 

subject to harassment by their landlord. The Council’s Housing Options and Private Sector 

Housing Team work closely together to ensure that legal duties set out in the Homelessness 

Reduction Act and 2004 Housing Act are applied appropriately.  

The Council has recently updated its Homelessness and Rough Sleeping Strategy (2019-

2022) which is framed around five themes: 

 Minimise rough sleeping 

 Maximising homelessness prevention 

 Future role of housing related support in Leeds 

 Youth homelessness 

 A focus on priority groups 
 
The preventative approach taken by the Councils Homelessness Strategy will provide 
support to any residents of the area who may be affected by a risk of homelessness as a 
result of selective licensing. The aim of selective licensing is also a longer term improvement 
of the management and condition of properties in the private sector which could increase the 
availability and suitability of this accommodation for occupation.   
 
Empty Homes Strategy 2016/19 

The Council has a robust and nationally recognised strategy. Since March 2012 there has 

been a net reduction of empty homes in the city by over 2000. This is due to the mix of 

options used to address empty homes. These include: 

 Initial engagement with all owners once the property becomes long term empty. All 

owners are contacted by letter and offered help and advice to bring their home back 

into occupation.  

 Leeds Letting Scheme– Leeds offers incentives to the private sector to take families 

and individuals off the housing register. 

 Empty Homes Doctor – social enterprise organisation supported by the Council but 

independent of it. They support empty home owners to return their homes back into 

use. Last year the service returned over 100 properties back into use. 

 100% Council Tax is charged on all empty properties as a disincentive to leaving 

them void. After 2 years the Council Tax increases to 150% as a disincentive to the 
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owner to leave the property empty. The recent Budget included proposals to increase 

this from 50% to 100%. 

 Day to day management of empty properties is dealt with by the Cleaner 

Neighbourhoods Teams. Enforcement actions are taken to ensure that they are 

secured and are not detrimental to the neighbourhood 

 Targeted enforcement action by Empty Property Team – proactive actions are taken 

against owners. The team will undertake all actions necessary to try and bring these 

properties back into use, including enforced sales and CPO’s 

 Leeds Neighbourhood Approach – proactively targeting of empty homes in specific 

geographical areas. In Holbeck as part of the approach over the last 18 months 70 

empty homes have been returned to occupation.  

 Compulsory Purchase Orders – essential to be able to undertake as a last resort. 

Having the sanction means that owners know the Council is in a position to take their 

property away from them if they don’t deal with it. This has proved successful in 

recent years. In the last 5 years over 35 CPO actions have been taken to return 

properties back into occupation 

This, and future strategies, will be able to respond to any potential empty property 

increases which may be seen in the area as a result of selective licensing.  

Locality Working – Tackling Poverty and Reducing Inequalities 

In November 2017 the Executive Board agreed that further focus was required on those 

neighbourhoods in the city which face the most acute deprivation, as identified by the Index 

of Multiple Deprivation (IMD).  

In 2005 no neighbourhoods in the city were in the lowest 1% most deprived areas in the 

country based on the IMD data, but by 2015 there were 16 such neighbourhoods. The 

reasons are complex and vary from area to area. The Executive Board agreed, following 

consultation with various partners and interested parties, to a new place based approach to 

target early interventions and preventions to try to reduce the issues of poverty and 

inequalities in these neighbourhoods.  

The approach identified a strategic framework of  

 Priority Neighbourhoods – six priority neighbourhoods which have been identified as 

the most deprived in the city. These neighbourhoods would be targeted for priority 

interventions, resources and actions to address the issues of deprivation in the areas 

 Priority Wards and Estates – to prioritise the 12 wards incorporating the 16 most 

deprived neighbourhoods or where there was significant challenges to address 

issues of financial hardship, help people into work, crime, antisocial behaviour, 

improve the environment and improve people’s lives. 

 City wide – ensure services continued to provide a city wide provision for all citizens 

of Leeds 

The six priority neighbourhoods include: 

 Boggart Hill 

 Clifton and Nowell’s 

 Crosby Street/Recreations/Barton’s 

 Stratford Street/Beverley’s  

 Holdforth’s/Clyde Approach  

 Lincoln Green 
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The priority wards include: 

 Armley 

 Beeston Hill and Holbeck 

 Bramley 

 Burmantoffs and Richmond Hill 

 City and Riverside 

 Chapel Allerton 

 Gipton and Harehills 

 Hyde Park and Woodhouse 

 Middleton park 

 Killingbeck and Seacroft 

 Kirkstall 

 Temple Newsam 

These areas are seen as a priority for the Council and partners when considering how to 

deliver services across the city. 

Inclusive Growth Strategy 

The strategy recognises that Leeds has had a robust economic growth over the last few 

years, including the highest growth in private sector jobs of any city. However not everyone 

is benefiting from this growth. Some communities in the city are still not accessing good paid 

employment and to ensure the future prosperity of the city this needs to change. 

The strategy aims to ensure that everyone benefits, that the skills base improves, that 

inequalities are tackled with the help of the economic growth in the city and that there is 

support for all sections in society into god well paid jobs. 

One of the strands of the strategy is to support places and people to respond to economic 

change. This includes: 

 Tackling investment and interventions to tackle poverty in our priority 

neighbourhoods 

 Improve housing and quality of place in our priority neighbourhoods 

Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016/21 

The overarching aim of the strategy is for those people who are the poorest improve their 

health the fastest. The strategy recognises the wide issues that affects health and wellbeing. 

One of its aims is for Housing and the Environment to enable all the people of Leeds to be 

healthy.  

The strategy recognises the link between health and housing. This is not just physical 

wellbeing such as a safe home free from falls, but a warm affordable home which is safe 

secure and in a good condition which effect’s  people’s mental wellbeing. Selective licensing 

can help deliver better managed housing. 

Joint Strategic Assessment 

The Council regularly undertakes a joint strategic assessment of the city to consider the 

range of socio-economic issues it faces. The latest assessment undertaken in 2018 

identifies three key areas: 

 Population as a whole and how it will affect the future needs and demands of the city 
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 Housing  

 Labour Market 

In relation to housing the assessment has raised a number of issues around the housing 

market in Leeds 

 The overarching challenge is to provide enough quality and accessible homes to 
meet the city’s growing population, whilst protecting the quality of the environment 
and respecting community identity.  Within this overall context the need for affordable 
housing and affordable warmth are key issues.  Good quality housing is a pre-
requisite for good health.  People who live in clean, warm, safe and affordable homes 
are less likely to experience housing-related ill health.  

 

 The mix of housing tenure has changed significantly of the two decades.  The 
significant growth of the private rented sector is a key trend which brings with it 
associated challenges, particularly at the low cost end of the market where housing 
conditions can be poor. The sector shows a growth, which almost doubled between 
2001 and 2010, to 18%.  It is likely that this rate of change has continued if not 
accelerated. 

 

 Research highlights the change in composition of our most deprived neighbourhoods 
influenced by the growth of the private rented sector, with an expansion of 
‘disconnected’ neighbourhoods.   
 

 The assessment of the housing markets in the lower market areas shows an 
increase in people who movers in and out of deprived areas rather than these being 
a step to better housing and areas. They are relatively disconnected from the wider 
housing market and residential mobility patterns. They tend to have a socio- 
economic status which is unlikely to change unless there is an intervention in the 
areas concerned. Over the last 10 years these areas have grown in nature, 
especially in the inner east and south of the city, possibly due to the changing nature 
of those housing markets with the increase of the private rented sector. 

 

Child Friendly City 

The Council and partners recognise that it is important for all children to have the best 

possible start in life.  

The growth in the population of children in the city has seen the highest rise in the more 

deprived areas of the city. Whilst there are numerous factors which affect a children’s life 

chances the recent Scrutiny Board (Children and Families) Inquiry published on the 15th May 

2018 recognised the importance housing plays in a child’s development. One of the desired 

outcomes and recommendations (Recommendation 4) of the report was to improve the living 

conditions for children in order to support their education and wellbeing. To this end the 

Council’s aim was to target and work better to address children and young people living in 

sub-standard or crowded housing conditions to minimise the impact this may have on their 

education and development. 

Living in a poor quality or overcrowded home can affect a child’s educational development. If 

a child does not have a place which is quiet safe warm place to undertake their educational 

work them they are less likely to complete the work. This alongside the lack of security of 

tenure in the private rented sector which can result in a child moving schools or having to 

travel distances to remain in school can materially affect a child’s educational attainment in 

the long term. 
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The aim of an overall improvement in the private rented housing sector in the area as a 

result of selective licensing should contribute to the Council in achieving the aims of the 

relevant strategic plans detailed in this section.  

 

WHY SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON? 

Socio-Economic Context 

Leeds has a strong, diverse and growing economy, and is increasingly the main driver of 

economic growth for the city-region. The city has key strengths in financial and business 

services, manufacturing, and health, creative and digital industries.  During the recession 

Leeds fared better than many of its neighbours, with workplace-based employment in the 

city now estimated to have recovered to pre-recession levels.   

However not everyone is benefitting from this economic success.  Poverty and deprivation 

remain significant challenges.  Indeed, evidence suggests that the city is experiencing an 

intensification of inequalities, particularly centred in the most deprived communities.  Despite 

very strong performance in job creation, low pay is an increasing problem, with people 

caught in a loop of low pay, low skills and limited career progression.  These challenges 

combine with localised patterns of demographic change; patterns of housing tenure and 

condition; and poor educational attainment, to further compound poverty and inequality. 

Pursuing inclusive growth and reducing health inequalities are central to the City’s ambition.  

Beeston is key in realising that ambition and has been identified as a Priority Area for the 

Council and partners.  

The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is widely accepted as a primary indicator of relative 

inequality.  The IMD provides comparative analysis to very local geographic units: Lower 

Super Output Areas or LSOAs (dividing England into 32,844 LSOAs, with each LSOA 

typically having an average 1,500 residents and 650 households). 

Leeds is made up of 482 LSOAs, of which 16 are ranked in the most deprived 1% in the 

country. The proposed area of Beeston identified for potential designation for selective 

licensing has four LSOAs of the most deprived 1% in the country.  These are: 

LSOA Name Reference Number Ward 

Stafford Street Beverley’s E01011372 City and Hunslet 

Wickham St Sefton’s Harlech’ s E01011375 City and Hunslet 

Trentham St Oakley’s Garnets E01011312 City and Hunslet 

Bismark’s Dewsbury Road Burton Street E01011371 City and Hunslet 

 

All of the proposed area for selective licensing is ranked within the 20% most deprived areas 

in the country based on the IMD 2015, this ranking has not improved since the 2010 IMD. 

In terms of population, Beeston is not only densely populated, it is experiencing significant 

growth, particularly amongst young people. Based on the latest Office of National Statistics 

mid-year estimates (2016), the population for the proposed selective licensing area is 11696 

this is a 9.8% increase on the 2011 census figure compared to the citywide increase of just 
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3.9%. This gives the area a population density figure of 68.5 people per hectare compared to 

the citywide figure of 14.2. 

The largest age group in the area are the 25-49 year olds who make up 38% of the local 

population. The population is significantly younger when compared to the city average with 

27% being made up of 0-15 yr. olds whereas the Leeds figure is just 19%. 

52% of the local population come from black and minority ethnic backgrounds, the graph 

below shows the population breakdown by ethnicity from the 2011 Census (however it 

should be noted that this data significantly underestimates the population from black and 

minority ethnic backgrounds): 

 

The 2011 census shows that in terms of housing, by far the largest household group in the 

area are one person households who account for 44% of all occupied homes.  

The 2011 census shows that the housing stock in the area is dominated by terraced houses, 

making up 53% of all properties in the area, compared with the city average of 27%. 

93% of the area falls within the lowest council tax banding compared with the Leeds total of 

39%. 

Key Challenges Facing the Area 
 
The Government Guidance: Selective Licensing in the Private Rented Sector: A Guide for 
Local Authorities provides the background to how and why a council should consider the 
case for selective licensing. The guidance states that a council should consider if the area 
suffers from a high level of deprivation when compared to similar neighbourhoods. Factors 
that an authority should consider include: 
 

 employment status of adults 

 average household income 

 health of households 

 availability and ease of access to services such as education, training and other 
services 

 housing conditions 

 the physical environment 

 levels of crime 

 if the area has a high proportion of privately rented homes. 
 
Drawing directly from the key areas identified in the Government’s guidance, the following 
sections highlight the evidence of significant levels of deprivation in Beeston as a vital 
component in support of the business case for selective licensing in Beeston.  
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Employment Status 
The area has far higher levels of worklessness than the city average, with many households 
in receipt of work and earnings related benefits.  A significant number of these households 
are family units with children.  Key analysis includes: 
 

 The area accounts for 1.5% of the city’s population yet in February 2019 the area 
accounted for over 4.7% of the city’s residents in receipt of out of work benefits and 
claiming job seekers allowance (JSA) or Universal Credit (UC). 

 People living in the area are three times more likely to be unemployed (and claiming 
benefit for reason of unemployment) compared to the city average; in March 2018 
the working age population in receipt of JSA or UC was 7.1% compared to a Leeds 
average of 2.3%.   

 In March 2019 4.7% claimed unemployment benefits in Beeston and Holbeck  (5th 
highest ward in the city) and 4.1% in Hunslet and Riverside (8th highest ward in the 
city) compared to the Leeds average of 2.7% and the England average of 2.6%  

 In 2017, 1,395 children (0-18 years old) in Beeston and Holbeck lived in households 
claiming out of work benefits - the 8th highest ward in the city, with a further 1,445 
children in Hunslet and Riverside living in households claiming out of work benefits, 
the 5th  highest in the city  

 
Income 
The area is also characterised by low income affecting many of the residents. This low 
income is not only a factor of unemployment, but increasingly of in-work poverty.  Based on 
the IMD ranking, 86% of the area falls within the lowest band when considering household 
income compared with only 20% for the city as a whole. Key analysis includes: 
 

 In the 18 months to September 2017, 327 food vouchers were issued by the council 
for the Hunslet and Riverside and Beeston and Holbeck wards, ranking them as the 
3rd and 4th highest wards in the city, accounting for over a 13% of all food vouchers 
issued by the council in the city during this period. 

 The Council’s Customer Service Contact log for the same period recorded 1060 
requests for discretionary housing payments in these wards again amongst the 
highest in the city.  

 Figures from the Department of Energy and Climate Change show that between 
2012 and 2015, 24.5% of the area was in fuel poverty, almost double the city 
average. 

 27% of children in the area are eligible for free school meals compared to a city wide 
average of 16%. 

 Government statistics from 2015 show that overall, it is estimated that 32% of all 
children live as part of a low income family in the area. 

 In October 2018, Hunslet and Riverside (1,184 claims) and Beeston and Holbeck 
(1,030claims) had the third and fifth highest levels of claims for council tax discount in 
the city. 

 The consultation undertaken in support of the business case for selective licensing 
indicated that 75% of landlords and 86% of managing agents had issues with tenants 
in rent arrears in the last 12 months. 
 

Health  
The area’s residents also encounter significant health inequalities. Again, based on the IMD 
ranking for health, 86% of Beeston is in the most deprived band compared to only 21% of 
the city as a whole. Key analysis includes: 
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 Data from the Office of National Statistics shows that on average life expectancy for 
males living in Beeston is 73 years old, 5 years less than the city average and 10 
years less than those living in the Wetherby ward. 

 Data from the Office of National Statistics shows that on average life expectancy of 
females living in Beeston is 79 years old, three years less than the city average and 6 
years less than those living in the Wetherby ward. 

 The council’s Customer Service Contact log (April 2015 to September 2017) 
recorded Hunslet and Riverside and Beeston and Holbeck as the third and fourth 
highest wards for enquiries for issues relating to drug and substance misuse in the 
city. 

 Data from the National Child Measurement Programme shows that in relation to 
childhood obesity Beeston and Holbeck is ranked in the top five wards for childhood 
obesity at Reception and the Year 6 cohort. The rates of children classed as 
overweight or very overweight increased just over 25% to around 40% between 
reception and year 6.  The corresponding figures for Hunslet and Riverside are just 
under 25% to just under 40%. 

 Public Health figures show that on a wide range of public health indicators – adult 
obesity, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, severe mental health, smoking, 
coronary heart disease and diabetes; Beeston and Holbeck and Hunslet and 
Riverside wards consistently demonstrate significantly higher rates than the city 
average.  

 
Access to services such as education, training and other services 
The area has significant challenges regarding educational attainment and adult skills.  Based 
on the IMD ranking 86% of Beeston falls within the most deprived band compared to the city 
average of only 20% for education, skills and training. Key analysis includes: 
 

 In the 2016/7 academic year 25% of school children at KS4 achieved a strong pass 
in English and Maths compared to 40% for the city average, 43% of children living in 
the area at KS2 achieved the expected standard compared to 56% for Leeds as a 
whole. 

 51% of children at Early Years Foundation stage (0 to 5 years old) living in the area 
had a good level of development compared to the city average of 65%. 

 Persistent absence from school is higher in the area than the city average. In 
2016/17 11% of primary school children were persistently absent compared to the 
city average of 8% and 19% secondary school age children were persistently absent 
compared to 15% for the city as a whole. 

 
Housing conditions 
The area has a substantial amount of older housing, with a large amount of back-to-back, 
terrace housing still in use.  More than double the city average of the housing stock was built 
before 1919.  As a result, many houses are in poor condition, particularly in relation to their 
energy efficiency. Key analysis includes: 
 

 The Building Research Establishment (BRE) Private Sector Stock Condition Survey 
in 2017 found that Hunslet and Riverside was of one the top three wards for the 
presence of category 1 hazards as defined by Part 1 of the Housing Act 2004. 

 The BRE Private Sector Stock Condition Survey in 2017 found that Hunslet and 
Riverside was one of the top wards for high concentrations of properties with excess 
cold. 

 The BRE Private Rented Sector Stock Condition Survey in 2017 found that Beeston 
and Holbeck was one of the top 3 wards for the levels of falls. 
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 The BRE Private Sector Stock Condition Survey in 2017 found Beeston and Holbeck 
had one of the lowest Standard Assessment Procedure ratings in the city in relation 
to energy efficiency.  

 The BRE Private Sector Stock Condition Survey of the stock showed that the private 
rented sector has the highest level of category 1 hazards of all sectors at 25% of all 
properties in this sector. 

 Figures from the Office of national Statistics show that the median average house 
price in the Beeston SL area dropped by almost 8% between 2007 and 2017. Across 
the city, the average house price increased by 13% over the same period. 

 Research carried out by the Councils Private Rented Property Team shows that a 
sample of sales for all property types between 2013 to 2018 identifies Beeston as 
having significantly lower house prices when compared to similar neighbouring 
areas.  

 The Private Rental Market report commissioned by Leeds City Council in 2017 
shows that low property prices coupled with high rents mean properties in the wards 
covered by selective licensing have some of the highest potential yields in the city. 
City and Hunslet potentially offers more than double the profit than a property in Adel 
& Wharfedale. 

 In terms requests for help with homelessness linked to notices served by private 
landlords, between April 2015 and September 2017 the council recorded 284 
requests in City and Hunslet and 251 in Beeston and Holbeck making them the 
second and third highest wards in the city for such an enquiry. 

 In terms requests for help with disrepair in private rented properties, the council 

recorded 204 requests in City and Hunslet and 166 in Beeston and Holbeck, ranking 

them second and third highest wards. 

 The area accounts for 1.8% of the city’s residential dwellings but over the period of 

2015 to 2018 has accounted for 7% of the complaints to the Council’s Private Sector 

Housing Service, 7.3% of all inspections undertaken and 8.9% of all hazards 

removed. 

 Poor housing conditions was one of the top 3 concerns for residents and 

stakeholders in the area from the consultation undertaken into the proposal. 

Environment 
Environmental quality is a concern in the area. Based on the 2015 IMD ranking, 100% of the 
area is in the lowest 20% ranking for the environment in which people have to work and play 
compared to the citywide figure of 35% falling into the same ranking. Key analysis includes: 
 

 In Beeston and Holbeck and Hunslet and Riverside the average number of calls to 
the council during 2017/18 for problems with fly tipping was 1843 compared to a city 
wide ward average of just 768.  

 In 2017/18 the average number of calls to the council’s Cleaner Neighbourhoods 
Team for both wards was 2730, far higher than the city average of 1149 per ward. 

 The consultation results showed that 69% of landlords believed that environmental 
issues were a problem for the area. 

 The consultation showed that environmental issues was one of the top three 
concerns for residents and stakeholders in the area. 

 
Crime 
Crime and anti-social behaviour are key issues in the area.  Key analysis includes: 
 

 Both the Beeston and Holbeck and Hunslet and Riverside wards are within the top 10 
wards in the city for reported crime between November 2017 and October 2018. 
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 In 2018 Beeston and Holbeck had the fifth highest overall crime rate of all the wards 
in the city at 190.3 crimes per 1000 population in 2018 compared to the citywide rate 
of 131.8 per 1000. 

 In 2018, Hunslet and Riverside had the second highest overall crime rate of all wards 
in the city at 299.5 crimes per 1000 population compared to the citywide figure of 
131.8 per 1000. 

 Between April 2015 and September 2017, the council’s Customer Service Contact 
log showed that the two wards were both in the top 10 of all wards for reported Hate 
Crime related to race and racial issues. 

 This data source also showed City and Hunslet and Beeston and Holbeck the fifth 
and ninth highest wards for enquires in relation to noise nuisance at 741 and 603 
enquires respectively. 

 The consultation undertaken in support of the business case for selective licensing 
showed that 64.5% of landlords believed that crime and ASB was an issue for the 
area. 

 The consultation also showed that crime and ASB was one of the top 3 issues for 
residents and stakeholders in the area. 

 
Tenure Mix 
The area has very high levels of housing which are in the private rented sector. Key analysis 
includes: 
 

 Between the 2001 and 2011 census the private rented sector more than doubled in 
the area from 15% to 33% of the total stock. In 2011 the census showed that 18% of 
the properties in Leeds were in the private rented sector. 

 As of March 2019, investigation of the existing stock shows the level of private rented 
properties in the area is currently 50% based on a sample of 66% of the total number 
properties across the area. The BRE in 2017 estimated that the level of the private 
rented sector across the city was 20%. However it likely that this has now increased 
further in the last 2 years with estimates varying but most put it around 22/25% of the 
stock.  

 
WHY EXISTING POWERS AVAILABLE TO THE COUNCIL ARE NOT SUFFICIENT AND 

WE NEED TO INTRODUCE SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON 

As part of its strategy for the PRS, the Council has approved a number of policies. 
Underlining all of these is the wish to work with the sector whilst targeting resources to 
address landlords who fail to meet the standards of property management and conditions 
required.  

The Council and partners have used and continue to use the measures available to them to 
improve standards in the PRS in the area. These include working with the sector as part of 
an accreditation scheme (the Leeds Landlord Accreditation Scheme) and more recently a 
voluntary landlord self-regulation scheme, the Leeds Rental Standard. These however have 
had little impact with few landlords in the area joining the Leeds Landlords Accreditation 
Scheme - when in existence - or the current Leeds Rental Standard.  

Delivery models such as the Leeds Neighbourhood Approach (whereby all properties within 
a small geographical footprint are inspected and occupiers helped to meet their needs), 
which require intensive support funded by the Council, are not appropriate in the Beeston 
area due to the size of the area. However, the lessons learnt from this way of partnership 
working have informed how selective licensing can be delivered as it helps to address not 
just housing conditions but issues around health; income; employment and training and 
continuing the partnerships with the Police; West Yorkshire Fire and Rescue; third sector 
providers, public health and others to improve the lives of those living in the area. 

Page 17



18 
 

Initiatives such as the Rogue Landlord Unit working in partnership to target criminal 
landlords has had some success but this approach is also limited due to the size of the area.  

The Council receives around 3000 requests for assistance from the public regarding their 
private sector rented accommodation city wide per annum. As a result in 2018/19:  

- Total of 3,378 inspections / re-inspections of properties occurred 
- Total of 4,366 people benefitted from our interventions 
- Total of 1,666 hazards were removed following our interventions 
- Total of 1,740 legal notices were served (all notices served). 

 
The area accounts for 2% of the city’s residential dwellings but over the period of 2015 to 

2018 has accounted for 7% of the complaints to the Council’s Private Sector Housing 

Service; 8% of all inspections undertaken and 9% of all hazards identified. Despite this the 

houses remain poor and as the sector grows the impact of these existing actions will not 

have a significant impact on improving the area as a whole. 

 

The Council works with the sector to support people into living in the private sector rented 

market by working in partnership to find homes for families and individuals via the Leeds 

Landlord Scheme and by offering financial incentives to support tenancies. This includes the 

payment of bonds and upfront rent and damage liability cover provided to landlords. As part 

of the scheme, all properties are inspected to ensure they comply with legislation. This helps 

drive up property standards in the sector. In 2018/9 over 500 tenancies were created via this 

process. 

 

With all the engagements that the Council has via the above work, all tenants are offered 
support and help via Housing Support Officers and partner agencies. This helps to support 
tenancies, address people’s needs and improve their lives. 
 
Whilst there has been some notable successes and recognition of the improvements in the 
sector, the growth of the sector in the city, especially in the lower rental markets, means that 
these actions alone have not led to any significant change in terms of improving conditions in 
Beeston. The introduction of selective licensing will provide a sustainable and proportionate 
mechanism (and funding) through which it will be possible to inspect all private rented 
properties in the area as part of the licensing process. It can act as a means to attract further 
investment and resources to enable a combination of actions to help improve the sector, its 
management and conditions, contributing to improvements in the area as a whole as well as 
the safety and well-being of those who make the area their homes. 
 
 

CONSULTATION – WHAT DID THE COUNCIL DO TO CONSULT IN BEESTON? 

The consultation ran from the 1st August 2018 to the 31st October 2018. The Government’s 

guidance states that for any scheme to be self-designated, a consultation must be at least 

10 weeks in duration. Given the size and make-up of the area concerned, we thought it 

appropriate to extend this period and therefore this consultation lasted a total of 13 weeks.  

All consultations must follow the Local Authority Code of Publicity as issued by the 

Government. To ensure this was the case, legal opinion was sought on the material used to 

ensure compliance with this Code. Additionally, and to further support the consultation 

process, other Council’s acted as critical friends and shared their good practice and the 

lessons they had learnt from their recent consultations for selective licensing.  

The consultation for Beeston consisted of a city wide campaign together with localised 

events and initiatives to ensure that as many people as practically possible could have their 
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say on the proposal. All stakeholders were encouraged to have a say and complete a 

questionnaire either electronically or on paper. Whilst the consultation was largely targeted 

at the local area it was also city wide as interested stakeholders are located across the city. 

The consultation consisted of a variety of city wide and local events as well as other 

initiatives, including the following: 

A series of drop in events for all stakeholders 

There were 3 drop in events in the area which were mainly visited by landlords with only a 

limited number of agents and residents attending. All were asked to sign an attendance 

register on arrival at each event, unfortunately not everyone did. The figures of attendees 

stated below are based on the number who actually signed in at each event. The figures 

were enhanced due to a number of individuals attending more than one event. 

The events were publicised by posters (see Appendix 3) displayed in the Council’s One Stop 

Centres in Harehills and Beeston; in Council offices and on the Council website; in 10 local 

businesses; in 5 local public buildings and via local networks. In addition, they were 

promoted by the landlord associations; by a community radio station (Fever FM) and South 

Leeds Life community newspaper. At each event, representatives from the Say No 

campaign group attended. They also promoted the drop in events via their own networks. 

The drop in events were held at: 

 Hamara Health Living Centre on the 19th September 2018 between 3pm and 8pm. 

This was attended by 55 people of which 30 signed in as landlords; 5 as managing 

agents and 13 as residents. 2 signed in as both residents/agents and 5 as 

stakeholders with an interest in the area. 

 Hillside Centre on the 27th September 2018 between 3pm and 7:30pm. This was 

attended by 15 people of which 7 signed in as landlords; 1 as managing agents and 

4 as residents and 3 as stakeholders with a connection to the area. 

 Vale Circles on the 1st October 2018 between 3pm and 8pm. This was attended by 

16 people of which 10 signed in as landlords; 3 as residents and 3 as 

landlord/resident. 

 

Leaflet drop to all properties in the proposed area 

The aim was to deliver 2 leaflets (see Appendix 3) to every property in the area proposed for 

selective licensing. The first leaflet was sent out during the week commencing the 20th 

August 2018 and the second leaflet the week commencing the 8th October 2018. In order to 

verify that delivery occurred, the Council employed a company from its approved list who 

use GPS to track their delivery agents. There has been some feedback that not all properties 

received the leaflets; GPS data however shows that delivery covered the whole area (see 

Appendix 3) 

Whilst the aim was to ensure that all properties received at least one leaflet this could not be 

guaranteed therefore the leaflet formed only part of the overall consultation as the potential 

weakness in the process was recognised from the outset. 

Leaflets were also left at all managing agents in the area; at locally used public buildings 

such as Dewsbury Road One Stop Centre; Hillside Enterprise Centre; the Vale Circles 

community centre and Hamara community resource centre, and with partners and 3rd sector 

groups accessed via various multi-agency meetings for them to share the leaflets with their 

client groups. 
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Consultation and advertising via local outlets 

To raise awareness of the consultation, adverts were placed on Fever FM; on the rear of 

buses and on digital billboards on key routes in the city. In addition, two articles were 

published in the South Leeds Life community newspaper and on their website. Posters were 

also displayed within the locality. 

The Dewsbury Road One Stop Centre also had a publicity stand containing information and 

questionnaires and staff working at the Centre were briefed regarding the proposal. Visitors 

to the Centre were encouraged to have their say. Also, officers from the project team 

regularly attended the Centre to promote the consultation to users of the Centre including 

completing questionnaires with them.  

At the start of the consultation, all managing agents and letting agents in the area were 

visited by members of the project team (see Appendix 3 for details) to explain the proposal; 

to provide information and to encourage the agents to engage with their clients so that as 

many landlords as possible were made aware of the proposal and how it could affect them 

should the area be formally designated. 

Officers from the project team also attended a number of meetings in the area which 

involved discussions with partners, the community and stakeholders. Appendices 3 and 13 

shows a detailed list of these meetings. During the meetings, partners were requested to 

help with the consultation and involve their clients to ensure that they were made aware of 

the proposal. This was important as the diversity of the area means it is not easy to engage 

with all communities directly. Partners were asked to undertake this within their specific 

community group.  

The Council also engaged via specific community-based organisations and schools inside 

and outside of the proposed area. The project team worked with the Outreach Team from 

Leeds Housing Options who regularly visit the area; CAB; MAP+; the Salvation Army on 

Hunslet Hall Road and the DWP. The Cluster Officer for inner south was contacted and 

asked to share the message with school heads within the area.  All were provided with a link 

to the selective licensing page on the Council’s website, which contained electronic versions 

of the consultation questionnaires and all were informed that, if required paper copies of the 

questionnaires could be provided together with pre-paid envelopes so that it will be at no 

cost to anyone wishing to complete a paper questionnaire. 

Where requested by groups, paper questionnaires and pre-paid envelopes were delivered to 

assist people in having a say about the proposal. The project team were approached directly 

by the Bangladeshi Centre in Harehills. As requested by them, a supply of paper 

questionnaires and pre-paid envelopes were left with them.   

Similarly, Syrian refugees were directly engaged with via the Council’s Outreach Team who 

work with the community. Their views were sought to again form part of the feedback for the 

proposal. 

Officers also attended the Inner South Advisory Housing Board to discuss the proposal and 

to allow them to have a say as part of the consultation. 

There was also local media interest in the proposal. The Yorkshire Evening Post ran two 

articles on the selective licensing consultation and the Director of Resources & Housing, 

appeared on Radio Aire to discuss the selective licensing proposal.  

The proposal for selective licensing, whilst specific to Beeston does have a wider implication 

for stakeholders. As such there was a city wide campaign that included the following:  
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Out of home advertising (OOH) 

Digital billboards were used as the main method of communicating the consultation 

outdoors.  Boards were selected on two of the arterial commuter routes in the city with 

adverts running day and night for up to 12 weeks to signpost and raise awareness of the 

consultation.  Based on industry standards insights -  

 

 The board on York Road at the junction with Harehills Lane in east Leeds ran for 12 

weeks of the consultation and received 476,138 impacts* per fortnight.  

 The board on Meadow Road adjacent to the M621 motorway in south Leeds ran for 2 

weeks towards the end of the consultation and received 344,924 impacts* per 

fortnight. 

 

Appendix 4 contains photographs of the digital billboards used.   

Bus advertising 

During August and September, consultation marketing was placed on the rear of 30 buses 

operated by First Bus, the largest bus operator in Leeds. Based on industry standards, 

88.92% of the Leeds public potentially saw the adverts 2.505 million times over 4 weeks. 

Appendix 4 contains photographs of the bus advertising campaign.    

Social media 

The Council’s various Facebook and Twitter accounts, including the corporate accounts, the 

Private Sector Housing team’s Twitter account and those targeting localities, were used to 

publicise the consultation.  

The corporate Facebook account, which has 29,306 followers, was the main focus for the 

social media element of the consultation.  

Each post contained a question designed to encourage discussion and debate and posts 

were boosted to maximise reach to followers. Comments made were promptly responded to 

and used to inform themes for future posts.   

In September, the corporate Facebook account was the busiest it has ever been. In part, this 

was due to the selective licensing consultation.   

Social media helped ensure that a large number of people were made aware of the 

consultation and it gave them the opportunity to have their say.  

The analytics below, which have been taken directly from the corporate Leeds City Council 

Facebook account, show the impact the Facebook campaign had during the consultation:  

 Reach of selective licensing posts during the consultation - 126,824 

Reach is measured by how many times a post appears in a user’s newsfeed. 

 

 Reactions to posted content - 1196 

Reactions such as ‘like’, ‘love’ and ‘angry’ measure interaction with posts. 

 

 Comments - 1,191 

Comments on a post, discussions/ debate and queries.  All queries were responded 

to promptly by the Digital Access and the Private Rented Housing teams. 

 

 Clicks - 17,707 
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Clicks are measured by people clicking into a post to fully read it. 

 

 Shares - 287 

Where a post was shared by a user to their own Facebook page. 

 

A short URL (www.leeds.gov.uk/selectivelicensing) was placed on all marketing materials, 

media and social media to signpost stakeholders and residents, with ease, to the 

consultation. 

Promotional adverts were placed on the main landing page of the Council’s website during 

the consultation period to maximise engagement. 

Email alerts were also sent to over 3500 people, including landlords and agents, who have 

signed up to the service to receive them and there were discussions on local Facebook 

accounts in the area. The consultation was also publicised internally within the Council via its 

In Site page and in email bulletins to staff.  

Approximately 350 staff in the Council’s Housing Support service changed their email 

signature for the period of the consultation to include the consultation branding and the short 

URL. All emails sent by these officers highlighted the consultation. It is not possible to 

determine the reach of the emails sent or the number sent during this period.  

Appendix 12 shows the responses received as part of the social media consultation. 

LCC website 

The Council’s website www.leeds.gov.uk/selectivelicensing contained details of the proposal 

together with information such as a set of frequently asked questions (FAQ’s), a map of the 

proposed area and the draft licence conditions as well as the electronic versions of the 

questionnaires for anyone to complete. Appendix 5 contains screenshots of the website and 

the information that was publicised as part of the consultation.  

The selective licensing webpage was built within the existing Private Rented Sector pages. 

During the first 2 weeks in August, the area map was the 4th most downloaded document on 

the Council’s website. The reach and numbers accessing the selective licensing webpage 

was as follows: 

 Page views – 7,952 

 

 Downloads – 1,761 

The top 3 most downloaded documents were -  

o Maps – 808 

o List of street names – 283  

o FAQ’s – 266 

o  

The questionnaires were developed based on the experience of our previous designated 

selective licensing area in Cross Green/East End Park, together with the experience and 

lessons learnt from other Councils who have undertaken the process. The questionnaires 

were also shared with colleagues in the Communication Team and Legal for their input.  

The questions contained within the questionnaires were based on the high level of 

deprivation criteria referred to in the Government guidance. The aim of the questionnaires 

was to determine if there are issues for all stakeholders in the area and if the proposal of 
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selective licensing is one which, when combined with other initiatives, could help to make a 

difference to people’s lives and improve the area as a whole. 

Community Based Activities 

Officers from the project team attended city wide community events such as Leeds Pride, 

Refuge Family fun day and the Voice of Involved Tenants across Leeds to ensure that 

details of the proposal and the consultation were promoted to all potential stakeholders and 

they were given an opportunity to ask questions and have their say. 

Information provided via existing tenant, landlord and managing agents networks 

Information about the proposal and the consultation was provided to all known local 

landlords via email alerts and links to the Council website. Officers also discussed the 

proposal with the relevant national landlord associations, namely the Residential Landlords 

Association (RLA), the National Landlords Association (NLA) and Unipol, all of whom were 

invited to make representations. Appendices 10 and 11 contains copies of the 

representations made by the RLA, Unipol and NLA. The local Leeds Property Association 

(LPA) were also involved in the consultation.  

Officers attended the RLA/ LPA meeting on the 8th October 2018 to discuss the proposal 

directly with members of both associations and to take questions and obtain feedback. 

The Leeds Wider Housing Advisory Board also had the proposal presented as part of their 

meeting and their views on the proposal were sought as part of the feedback. 

Internal advertising to Leeds City Council employees 

As part of the consultation, the Council’s own staff were engaged with as they have an 

interest in the area by either living in it and/or working there. To engage with staff, the 

Council’s own Insite pages were used. Two adverts were place on the staff portal for a 2 

week period, each time raising awareness of the consultation to 11,500 users. The 

consultation was also included in the staff email bulletin ‘Essentials’, again targeting all staff 

and encouraging them to have their say on the proposal. In addition, the Housing Leeds staff 

email bulletin, ‘Housing Leeds Matters’ (which is sent to 1786 users weekly) contained 

articles on selective licensing.  

Leeds Says No to Selective Licensing  

During the consultation period, a campaign group, Leeds Says No to Selective Licensing 

(‘Say No campaign’) comprising mainly of local landlords and managing agents formed. The 

group are concerned as to how selective licensing may impact on their businesses, their 

tenants and the area as a whole.  

As part of the consultation process, the Council invited representatives of the group to a 

number of discussions and their members attended all the drop-in events to promote their 

views and to give their opinions on the proposal.   

The group also produced a website, letter templates, posters and leaflets to support their 

campaign against the proposal. Appendix 19 contains some of the information produced by 

the campaign. 

QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK – BEESTON 

The main form of feedback received was via the questionnaires which was available both 

online and as paper copies. There was one for residents/stakeholders and one for 
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landlords/managing agents. The questionnaires allowed people to have their say on the 

proposal of selective licensing for the area, what they considered to be the issues affecting 

the area in relation to the criteria of high levels of deprivation set by Government and 

whether they were in favour, against or neither in terms of the introduction of a scheme. 

Following the consultation, a total of 1688 responses were received. 1489 were received 

from residents and stakeholders and 199 from landlords and managing agents.  

All returns from both questionnaires (landlords/agents and residents/stakeholders) have 
been validated and checked for duplication or numerous entries to ensure they are a true 
reflection of opinion and that there was no attempt to try and influence the outcome of the 
consultation.  

The validation concluded there is no reason not to have confidence in the validity of 
representations received from the landlords and managing agents. 

The validation process raised significant concerns in relation to representations received 
electronically from residents and stakeholders’ responses. Validation of these concluded that 
there were multiple responses from single IP addresses, which indicates that they were 
completed from a single property. In the overall returns for the online questionnaire, 121 IP 
addresses were used to complete 3 or more questionnaires and these accounted for 826 
responses out of the total 982 responses from the Beeston residents’ responses. 70 IP 
addresses provided 6 or more responses which totalled 655 Beeston residents’ responses.  
One IP address was responsible for 55 resident/stakeholder responses. The multiple 
responses from a single IP address indicates that these are potentially duplicate returns from 
the same person at each IP address and are harder to validate as all being genuine 
responses from separate individual respondents and consideration should be given to their 
accuracy as a true reflection of opinion when compared to the responses completed on 
paper which were primarily undertaken by officers directly with individual residents and 
therefore can be validated. 

 
Landlord and Managing Agent Feedback 

199 responses were received from landlords and managing agents. 188 were from landlords 

(165) and agents (23) who manage properties in Beeston and 7 who manage properties 

outside of the area. 4 other responses were also received. These represented third sector 

organisations operating in the Community Led Housing sector.  

For the purposes of detailed feedback, the figures below are based on the 188 responses 

received from the landlords and agents who operate in the area as this represents the most 

relevant and the majority of all respondents. Appendix 6 and 7 provides the detailed 

information on the responses received from all landlords and managing agents. 

Of the landlords who responded to the questionnaire and who rented and managed 

properties in Beeston, 34.36% (56 respondents) actually resided in the area. The majority of 

the rest lived elsewhere in Leeds (42.33%) with 15.34% (25 respondents) who lived outside 

the city. Most managing agents lived outside the area, with 44.44% living and working in 

Beeston. 

76% of landlords own and rent up to 10 properties with the majority of respondents (57.41%) 

renting out 2 to 10 properties in the area. 20% rent out 11 to 50 properties and only 4% 51 or 

more. Managing Agents were slightly different with 61% managing up to 50 properties and 

39% more than 51. 30% of agents manage 2 to 10 properties with 35% managing 100 or 

more properties.  
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Most landlords and agents have a longer term interest in the area; 58 % of landlords have 

owned and rented properties for 5 or more years and 35% 10 years or more.  

Similarly managing agents appear to have had a long term interest in the area, 71% have 

managed properties for longer than 5 years with 52% over 10 years. 

Just over a third of the landlords 36% (71/199), said they were a member of a recognised 

landlord association. The most popular association was the Residential Landlords 

Association. 19 landlords indicated they were members of the Leeds Rental Standard. 

61% (14/23) of agents said they were a member of a recognised association with most being 

members of the Residential Landlords Association.  

A mandatory condition of any selective licensing scheme is the requirement for references to 

be obtained as part of any new let. The vast majority of landlords (87%) who rent their own 

property and managing agents (87%) already ask for references. 

When asked what landlords perceived to be some of the main issues in Beeston, the top 3 

were empty homes (68%); crime and ASB (68%) and environmental issues (66%). For 

managing agents, the top 3 were poor housing conditions (67%); high levels of 

unemployment (60%) and tenants not being able to pay the rent (59%).  

Table One below shows the responses for both landlords and managing agents. 

Issue affecting the area 
Response from 
landlords (%) 

Response from 
managing agents (%) 

Poor housing conditions 59.5 66.7 

Empty homes 68.3 25 

High turnover of tenants 60 50 

High level of unemployment 57.3 60 

People not being able to pay the bills 61 54.8 

Problems accessing services 61.1 50 

Environmental Issues 66.3 45 

Crime/ASB 67.6 46.2 

Poor perception of private landlords 63.4 50 

Don’t know 54.5 50 

 

 

In terms of issues facing the sector in the last 12 months, landlords identified rent arrears 

(75%); problems evicting tenants (48%) and tenants not looking after their property and 

difficulty finding tenants (37%) as the top three issues. For managing agents, rent arrears 

(86%) was the main issue with problems evicting tenants (67%) and problems with waste 

(38%) making up the top three issues for them.  

Table Two below shows the responses from both landlords and agents for the issues the 

sector has faced in the last 12 months. 

Issue affecting the sector 
Response from 
landlords (%) 

Response from 
managing agents (%) 

Difficulty finding new tenants 19.27 9.52 

Difficulty for obtaining a reference for new tenants 36.7 28.57 

Tenants in rent arrears 75.23 85.71 

Problems evicting tenants  47.71 66.67 

Problems with neighbouring properties 27.52 19.05 
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Your tenants causing ASB 12.84 14.29 

Your tenants not looking after their property 36.7 33.3 

Your tenants suffering poor health 19.27 28.57 

Problems with waste 26.61 38.1 

 

In relation to the area proposed for selective licensing, there is over whelming feedback that 

the sector does not agree with the proposed area. 93% of landlords and 100% of managing 

agents who own and rent in Leeds and manage property in Beeston do not agree with the 

area proposed for selective licensing.  

The vast majority of both landlords and agents strongly disagree/disagree that selective 

licensing will improve the environment; reduce ASB; improve the quality of accommodation; 

tackle poor landlords or help good landlords in the area.  

Table Three below shows the responses received 

 
Statement 

Response from landlords 
(%) 

Response from managing 
agents (%) 

Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree 

Selective licensing will 
help improve the 
environment 

4.8 5.5 89.7 0 4.3 95.6 

Selective licensing will 
help reduce ASB 

2.5 3.7 93.9 0 8.7 91.3 

Selective licensing will 
help improve the condition 
accommodation 

6.7 11 82.3 8.7 26.1 65.2 

Selective licensing will 
allow the Council to tackle 
poor landlords in the area 

13 13.6 73.4 4.3 30.4 65.2 

Selective licensing will 
help good landlords in the 
area 

4.8 5.5 89.6 0 26.1 73.9 

 

96% of landlords and 100% of managing agents did not agree with the proposed discount of 

£150 per licence.  

88% of landlords do not agree with the proposed licence conditions with only 6% agreeing. 

91% of managing agents are against the conditions compared to only 5% who agree with 

them. The remaining landlords and agents were neither in favour nor against. 

Overall the sector is strongly against the proposal of selective licensing in Beeston. 94% of 

landlords strongly disagree/disagree with the proposal compared to only 5% who are for it. 

Managing agents are similarly against the proposal with 100% saying they strongly 

disagree/disagree.  

Residents and Stakeholder Feedback 

We received a total of 1489 responses from residents and stakeholders. 983 of these were 

questionnaires completed online and 506 were paper questionnaire responses, the majority 

of which were from face to face interviews undertaken by Council officers or partner 

organisations. Due to the concerns with the validity of the online questionnaire responses, 

the feedback will be set out in 3 parts, namely,  
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 Paper questionnaire responses only. 506 responses in total, of which 336 

respondents indicated they were Beeston residents and 183 indicated they were 

private rented sector tenants living in Beeston.  Mostly these were obtained face to 

face with officers so the validity of the answers can be assured (‘Group A’) 

 Paper questionnaire and online responses excluding any responses from IP 

addresses where there have been more than 6 responses from a single IP address. 

Whilst this number may include both legitimate responses and some of those which 

may be falsified, as a number of responses are still from the same IP address, it is 

not unreasonable to assume that there could be up to 6 adults in a family, hence the 

decision on including this level of responses from the same IP address. 902 

responses in total, of which 710 indicated they were Beeston residents and 389 

indicated they were private rented sector tenants living in Beeston (‘Group B’). By 

excluding the responses from IP addresses responsible for more than 6 replies there 

is a risk that some genuine responses may be excluded but it is considered that this 

risk is low. 

 All responses from the online and paper questionnaires including all the responses 

from multiple IP addresses.  1498 responses in total of which 1289 indicated they 

were Beeston residents and 712 indicated they were private rented sector tenants 

living in Beeston (‘Group C’). 

Appendix 8 and 9 provides detailed information on the responses received from residents 

and stakeholders. 

1. Types of tenure  

A. Group A - When looking at the responses from the paper questionnaire, the largest 

group was private rented tenants (46%) with public tenants (31%) and then others 

(10%). Owner occupiers only accounted for 7% in paper responses. Of those who 

completed paper questionnaires, 336 of respondents indicated they were residents of 

Beeston, of which 183 (55%) were private rented tenants; 26 (8%) being owners 

occupiers and 98 (30%) public sector tenants.  

 

B. Group B - When considering the results group for up to 6 respondents per single IP 

address to the questionnaire, the largest single group was private rented tenants 

(49%), followed by public tenants (20%) and owner occupiers (16%). The remaining 

respondents were from local businesses; representatives of organisations with an 

interest in the area; visitors to the area and others. The responses from 6 or less 

from a single IP address from Beeston residents (a total of 710), who indicated they 

lived in the area varied from the overall responses with 389 (55%) of respondents 

being private rented tenants; 134 (19%) being owners occupiers and 122 (17%) 

public sector tenants.  

 

C. Group C - When considering the results group for all respondents to the 

questionnaire, the largest single group were private rented tenants (51%), followed 

by owner occupiers (23%) and public tenants (15%). The remaining respondents 

were from local businesses; representatives of organisations with an interest in the 

area; visitors to the area and others. The responses from Beeston residents who 

indicated they lived in the area varied from the overall responses, totalling 1289, with 

712 (56%) of respondents being private rented tenants; 326 (26%) being owners 

occupiers and 168 (13%) public sector tenants.  

 

2. Length of interest in the area 
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Just over half of respondents to the questionnaire had a long term interest in the area.  

A. Of those who indicated they were Beeston residents 52% stated they had lived in 

the area for greater than 5 years. This compared to 36% of private rented tenants 

who had lived in the area for more than 5 years. 

B. Of those who indicated they were Beeston residents 55% had lived in the area for 

5 years or more. 41% of private rented tenants indicated they had lived in the 

area for 5 years or more. 

C. Of those who indicated they were Beeston residents 56% had lived in the area for 

5 years or more. This compares to 43% of private rented tenants 

When asked if they intended to remain in the area for the next 5 years the majority of 

respondents indicated that it was their intention to do so.  

A. 74% of face to face respondents.  

B. 77% of those respondents from 5 or less with a single IP address. 

C. 75% of all those who responded 

3. Main issues respondents felt were affecting Beeston 

A.  When asked what the main issues they felt were affecting Beeston, the overall response 

from paper respondents showed the top three were high levels of crime and ASB (63%); 

poor housing (60%) and environmental issues  (57%). The response from Beeston residents 

only was very similar but their order had crime and ASB (63%); poor housing conditions 

(59%) and high levels of unemployment (44%) as their top three. For private rented tenants 

living in the area the top three issues were poor housing conditions (66%); crime and ASB 

(64%) and environmental issues (56%). 

Table Four below shows the overall responses for all paper residents and stakeholders; for 

paper respondents and stakeholders who stated they were resident in Beeston and for paper 

residents who stated they lived in the private rented sector in Beeston.  

 
Issue affecting the area 

Response from 
all residents & 
stakeholders 

etc. (%) 

Response from 
Beeston 

residents only 
(%) 

Response from 
PRS Beeston 
tenants only 

(%) 

Poor housing conditions 59.75 58.65 66.07 

Empty homes 27.75 27.24 26.79 

High turnover of tenants 24.79 23.72 22.02 

High level of unemployment 45.55 43.59 41.07 

People not being able to pay the bills 39.41 41.35 39.88 

Problems assessing services 21.40 20.83 23.81 

Ill health 27.97 28.53 30.95 

Environmental issues 56.57 57.69 55.95 

Crime/ASB 63.14 63.46 64.29 

Poor perception of private landlords 34.53 34.62 37.63 

Don’t know 9.11 6.09 5.36 

 

B. When asked what the main issues they felt were affecting Beeston, the response from 6 

or less from the same IP address respondents showed the top three problems were high 

levels of crime and ASB (43%); environmental issues such as dog fouling and fly tipping 

(40%) and poor housing conditions (40%). The response from Beeston residents only had 

crime and ASB (37%); environmental issues (36%) and poor housing (33%) as their top 
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three. For private rented tenants the top three issues were crime and ASB (34%); poor 

housing conditions (33%) and environmental issues (32%). 

Table Five below shows the overall responses for 6 or less responses from the same IP 

address and paper residents and stakeholders and responses for the same group who 

indicated they were Beeston residents only and those from the group who stated they lived 

in the private rented sector in Beeston.   

 
Issue affecting the area 

Response from 
all residents & 
stakeholders 

etc. (%) 

Response from 
Beeston 

residents only 
(%) 

Response from 
PRS Beeston 
tenants only 

(%) 

Poor housing conditions 39.95 33.43 32.98 

Empty homes 17.09 14.31 13.14 

High turnover of tenants 21.13 18.69 15.28 

High level of unemployment 32.91 27.59 24.4 

People not being able to pay the bills 31.41 29.05 28.15 

Problems assessing services 27.02 28.32 29.22 

Ill health 20.44 17.23 16.35 

Environmental issues 40.3 36.06 31.64 

Crime/ASB 42.73 37.08 33.78 

Poor perception of private landlords 28.41 26.28 26.54 

Don’t know 19.05 20 20.11 

 

C. When asked what the main issues they felt were affecting Beeston, the overall response 

from all respondents showed the top three were problems accessing services, i.e. schools 

doctors etc. (28%); people not being able to pay their bills (28%) and crime and ASB (26%). 

The response from all Beeston residents only had problems assessing services (29%); 

people not being able to pay their bills (26%) and poor perception of landlords (22%) as their 

top three. For private rented tenants living in Beeston the top three issues were accessing 

services (30%); paying bills (27%) and a poor perception of landlords (25%).  

Table Six shows the overall responses for all residents and stakeholders; for all residents 

and stakeholders who indicated they were Beeston residents only and those from the group 

who stated they lived in the private rented sector in Beeston.   

 
Issue affecting the area 

Response from all 
residents & 

stakeholders etc. 
(%) 

Response from 
Beeston 

residents only 
(%) 

Response 
from PRS 
tenants 
only (%) 

Poor housing conditions 24.22 18.57 18.13 

Empty homes 10.21 7.78 7.05 

High turnover of tenants 13.11 10.71 8.78 

High level of unemployment 20.91 16.27 14.39 

People not being able to pay the bills 27.81 26.27 27.48 

Problems assessing services 28.09 28.73 29.5 

Ill health 12.91 10.08 9.21 

Environmental issues 24.5 20 17.41 

Crime/ASB 25.81 20.4 18.13 

Poor perception of private landlords 23.67 21.75 25.32 

Don’t know 24.22 25.63 21.58 
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A. 58% of paper respondents indicated they had experienced one of the above issues 

with 72% of these who were Beeston residents and 71% of private rented tenants 

who indicated they live in the area. 

B. This compares to 44% of responses from 6 or less from the single IP address and 

49% of these who indicated they were Beeston residents and 45% of private rented 

tenants.  

C. However 30% of all respondents had experienced at least one of the issues above. 

This figure was 31% for those who indicated that they were residents of Beeston and 

private rented tenants at 30%.  

3.1 Victim or witness of ASB 

A. 50% of all respondents from the face to face questionnaire had witnessed or been a 

victim of ASB. 55% of those who indicated they were a Beeston resident and 49% of private 

tenants had been victims or witnesses. 

18% indicted that they were aware that it was caused by a private rented tenant. Most were 

not aware of the tenure or stated that it was not as a result of someone living in a privately 

rented property. This was 15% for Beeston residents and 15% for private rented tenants.  

B. 37% of 6 or less from the single IP address respondents had witnessed or been a victim 

of ASB. 35% of those who indicated they were a Beeston resident and 30% of private rented 

tenants had been victims or witnesses. 

14% indicated the ASB was as a result of a private rented tenant with most indicating that 

this was not the case or they did not know the tenure of the person causing the ASB. This 

was 12% for Beeston residents and 8% of private rented tenants. 

C. 23% of all respondents had been a victim or witnessed ASB in Beeston. 20% of these 

indicated they were resident in the area and 17% were a private rented sector tenant.  

8% indicted that they were aware that the ASB was caused by a private rented tenant. Most 

were not aware of the tenure or stated that it was not as a result of someone living in a 

privately rented property. This was 6% for Beeston residents and 4% for private rented 

tenants. 

3.2 Poor housing conditions  

A. The majority (52. %) of paper respondents had experienced or witnessed poor housing 

conditions. Just under half (48%) had no experience of such conditions.  For Beeston 

residents the figure was the same at 52% where as 48% had no experience of the 

conditions. For private rented tenants the figure was 59% where as 41% had no experience. 

B. For 6 or less from a single IP address this was around a third (34%) who had and two 

thirds (66%) who had no experience. For Beeston residents 29% had experience of poor 

housing conditions compared to 71% who had no experienced them where as 31% had 

experience of poor conditions and 69% who had not experienced such conditions. 

C. Around a fifth (21%) of all respondents had experience of such conditions compared to 

(79%) who had no experience. For Beeston residents 16% had experienced poor housing 

conditions compared to 84% who had no experience of them. For private rented tenants 

17% had experience poor housing conditions with 83% having no experience. 

4. Responsibilities of landlords and managing agents  
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The responses to the question on the responsibilities of landlord and managing agent to 

maintain a safe home; keep the outside of properties in good condition and address ASB 

varied depending on which of the 3 groups provided the feedback. Table Seven to Nine 

below shows the variations.  

More of those who provided a paper response (group A) tended to strongly agree/agree with 

this as did the 6 or less from a single IP address respondents (group B) albeit at a lower 

percentage. For all responses (group C) a majority strongly agreed/agreed that a landlord 

should maintain a safe home. Feedback from this group showed a lower level of 

respondents strongly agree/agree with landlords and agents maintaining the outside of their 

property or dealing with ASB caused by their tenants. 

A. Table Seven   

Paper 
surveys 

(Group A 
respondents) 

Response from all 
residents/stakeholders etc. 

(%) 

Response from Beeston 
residents only (%) 

Response from PRS tenants 
only (%) 

Statement Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
their 
properties in 
a safe 
condition 

98.2 1.2 0.6 98.8 0.6 0.6 98.3 1.1 0.6 

Landlords 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
the outside 
of their 
properties in 
good 
condition 

86.6 10.2 3.2 87 9.4 3.6 83.4 13.3 3.4 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for taking 
action 
against 
tenants who 
cause ASB 

87.4 7 5.6 84.2 8.5 7.3 79.9 11.7 8.4 

 

B. Table Eight  

Responses 
from 6 or 

less from the 
single IP 
address 
(Group B 

respondents) 

Response from all 
residents/stakeholders 

 etc. (%) 

Response from Beeston 
residents only (%) 

Response from PRS tenants 
only (%) 

Statement Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 

72.3 20 7.7 65.6 24.1 10.2 62 26.7 11.4 
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responsible 
for 
maintaining 
their 
properties in 
a safe 
condition 

Landlords 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
the outside 
of their 
properties in 
good 
condition 

59.1 23.4 17.2 51.5 27.1 21.4 46 30.6 23.4 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for taking 
action 
against 
tenants who 
cause ASB 

57.7 15.4 27 48.5 18.9 32.5 43 22.4 34.6 

 

 

C. Table Nine 

 

Responses 
from all 
respondents 
(Group C) 

Response from all 
Residents/stakeholders etc. 

(%) 

Response from Beeston 
residents only (%) 

Response from PRS tenants 
only (%) 

Statement Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree Agree Neither Disagree 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
their 
properties in 
a safe 
condition 

51.9 32.1 16 45.2 35.8 18.8 43.7 35.6 20.8 

Landlords 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
the outside of 
their 
properties in 
good 
condition 

36.9 31.5 31.5 29.8 34.5 35.8 26.3 35.3 38.5 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for taking 
action 
against 

35.5 22.5 42.1 27.2 25.3 47.5 23.6 25.9 50.3 
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tenants who 
cause ASB 

 

4.1 Home standard 

When asked if, as a private tenant, their home was of a good standard, more responses 

were received than had initially indicated that they were responding as a private rented 

sector tenant.  

Those who indicated they lived in this tenure from Group A showed that 62% believe they 

are living in a good standard of accommodation compared to 36% who thought they are not 

living in a home that they believed to be of a good standard.  

76% of those who are living in this tenure from Group B indicated that they lived in a good 

quality home compared to 23% who indicated that they did not.  

80% of those who indicated they lived in this tenure from Group C, indicated that they lived 

in a good quality home compared to 17% who did not.  

4.2 ASB action 

Similarly when asked as private rented tenants if all landlords took action to address ASB, 

more respondents answered than had initially indicated they were living in private rented 

accommodation.  

Of those private tenants who indicated they were Beeston residents from Group A, 40% had 

experience of their landlord taking action in relation to ASB compared to 17% who didn’t. 

However 43% did not know if their landlord had taken any action.  

Of those private tenants who indicated they were Beeston residents from Group B. 23% had 

experience of their landlord taking action in relation to ASB compared to 25% who didn’t. 

However 53% did not know if their landlord had taken any action.  

Of those private tenants who indicated they were Beeston residents from Group C, 14% had 

experience of their landlord taking action in relation to ASB compared to 28% who didn’t. 

However 57% did not know if their landlord had taken any action. 

5. Increased rent payment 

When asked, as a private tenant, would you be prepared to pay an increase in your rent if 

selective licensing was introduced, more responses were received than had originally 

indicated they were living in this tenure. Whilst the majority of all responses and Beeston 

residents indicated they were willing to pay an increase in rent this is not likely to be a true 

reflection of those who actually live in the private rented sector, as all those who responded 

would not be liable to pay rent or an increased rent based on their declared current tenure.  

54% of private sector tenants from Group A indicated that they were prepared to pay an 

increased level of rent if selective licensing was introduced compared to 46% who would not 

support the proposal under such circumstances. Of those who indicated they would be 

willing to pay an increase in their rent, 62% would be willing to pay £1 to £2 per week, 25% 

£3-£5 and 13% £5 plus 

26% of private sector tenants from Group B indicated that they were prepared to pay an 

increased level of rent if selective licensing was introduced compared to 74% who would not 

support the proposal under such circumstances. Of those who indicated they would be 
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willing to pay an increase in their rent, 57.5% would be willing to pay £1 to £2 per week, 26% 

to pay £3-£5 and 17% more than £5 per week. 

14% of private sector tenants from Group C indicated that they were prepared to pay an 

increased level of rent if selective licensing was introduced compared to 86% who would not 

support the proposal under such circumstances. Of those who indicated they would be 

willing to pay an increase in their rent, 57% would be willing to pay £1 to £2 per week, 25% 

£3-£5 and 18% £5 plus. 

6. Agreement for the proposal to introduce selective licensing  

The results in relation to whether there is an agreement for or against the proposal vary 

depending upon the feedback based on the three groupings detailed above. 

A. For Group A paper respondents, 92% strongly agree/agree compared to 2% who 

strongly disagree/disagree with 6% neither in agreement nor against the 

proposal. For Beeston residents in this group, 93% strongly agree/agree 

compared to 2% who strongly disagree/disagree. For private rented tenants 96% 

strongly agree/agree compared to 1% who strongly disagree/agree. 

 

B. For Group A paper respondents 89% agreed with the proposed area compared to 

9% who did not. 91% of Beeston residents agreed compared to 6% who did 

not.92% of private rented tenants in the area agreed with the proposed area 

compared to 6 who did not. 

 

C. For Group B 6 or less single IP address and paper responses, 58% strongly 

agree/agree compared to 38% who strongly disagree/disagree with 4% neither in 

agreement nor against the proposal. For Beeston residents in this group, 50% 

strongly agree/agree compared to 47% who strongly disagree/disagree. For 

private rented tenants, 47% strongly agree/agree compared to 51% who strongly 

disagree/agree. 

 

D. For Group B 6 or less PI and paper responses 34% agreed with the proposed 

area compared to 66% who did not. 47% of Beeston residents agreed compared 

to 49% who did not. 43% of private rented tenants in the area agreed with the 

proposed area compared to 53% who did not. 

 

 

E. For Group C all respondents, 35% strongly agree/ agree with the proposal for 

selective licensing in Beeston compared to 62% who strongly disagree/disagree 

with 3% neither in agreement of against it. When this group is used to determine 

the Beeston residents opinion it shows 28% strongly agree/agree compared to 

70% who strongly disagree/disagree. For private rented tenants 26% 

strongly/agree compared to 73% who strongly disagree/disagree. 

 

F. For Group C all respondents 19% agreed with the proposed area compared to 

80% who did not. 15% of Beeston residents agreed compared to 85% who did 

not. 14% of private rented tenants in the area agreed with the proposed area 

compared to 86% who did not. 

 

The multiple responses from a single IP address indicates that these are potentially 

duplicate returns from the same person at each IP address and are harder to validate as all 
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being genuine responses from separate individual respondents and consideration should be 

given to their accuracy as a true reflection of opinion when compared to the responses 

completed on paper which were primarily undertaken by officers directly with individual 

residents and therefore can be validated. 

CONSULTATION – GENERAL FEEDBACK 

As well as the responses to the questionnaires, direct feedback was also received as a 

result of the social media campaign and the drop-in events; via emails and telephone calls to 

the project team and elected members; from meetings and via written representations.  A 

summary of the feedback is set out below.  

Written Representations  

Landlord representatives; the Say No campaign and individual responses from the sector 

tended to be against the introduction of selective licensing in the area, although this was not 

always the case.  

The Residential Landlord Association; the Say No campaign and individual representations 

from the sector put the case against selective licensing. This was based on: 

 It is not required – the evidence did not warrant the introduction of selective licensing 

in the area; 

 The Council needs to use its existing powers or have better ways of working in the 

area; 

 The cost of the fee being prohibitive and affecting the sector as a whole, particularly 

when coupled with other concerns such as the changes to managing agent fees and 

the change in the tax regime;  

 It being a tenants tax – it will impact tenants as rents will increase; 

 An increased level of homelessness due to landlords choosing to leave the market; 

 Increased number of empty homes due to landlords evicting tenants and choosing to 

leave their properties empty; 

 Concerns relating to the social housing sector  - the conditions of properties and the 

management of tenancies; 

 The potential for Brexit to adversely affect the rental market in the area due to the 

large numbers of EU residents currently living in Harehills.  

 It will lead to a negative perception of the area and will affect investment    

Individual representations from landlords were also received either as a formal response or 

as individual emails and enquiries. In general they raised the same issues as those 

highlighted above.  

17 emails (17 emails in total received from LLs containing the Say No campaign group text. 

16 were for both areas & 1 tailored for Beeston only) containing some or all of the standard 

Say No campaign text were received from landlords, either directly and/or via an elected 

member.  2 emails were received from residents using the Say No campaign’s standard 

letter for residents.  

Not all landlord associations however were against the introduction of selective licensing in 

the area. The National Landlords Association and Unipol were in favour of the proposal, with 

caveats to ensure its success. Whilst supporting the proposal they suggested that there be 

quick wins and that the Council works with landlords as part of the implementation of any 

scheme. 
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Written representations were received from a number of organisations and individuals also in 

support of the proposal. These included: 

 Voice of Involved Tenants Across Leeds 

 Inner South Housing Advisory Panel  

 Leeds Strategic Migration Board 

 National Landlord’s Association 

 Unipol 

 Committees of the Beeston community forum and the Beeston neighbourhood 
forum  

 
These organisations and individuals indicated that they believe the proposal would benefit 

the area as they recognise the issues in the area. They also recognise the need for action to 

be taken to address poor housing management and conditions in the private rented sector. 

Appendices 10 and 11 contains the written responses received as part of the consultation. 

Social Media  

As part of the consultation, the Council posted information on its corporate Facebook page 

as well as on pages that specifically targeted the area.  

The analytics below, which have been taken directly from the corporate Leeds City Council 

Facebook account, show the impact the Facebook campaign had during the consultation 

period:  

 Reach of selective licensing posts during the consultation - 126,824 

Reach is measured by how many times a post appears in a user’s newsfeed. 

 

 Reactions to posted content - 1196 

Reactions such as ‘like’, ‘love’ and ‘angry’ measure interaction with posts. 

 

 Comments - 1,191 

Comments on a post, discussions/ debate and queries.  All queries were responded 

to promptly by the Digital Access and the Private Rented Housing teams. 

 

 Clicks - 17,707 

Clicks are measured by people clicking into a post to fully read it. 

 

 Shares - 287 

Where a post was shared by a user to their own Facebook page. 

 

Appendix 12 contains all the comments received by the Council’s corporate Facebook 

account in relation to the consultation. 

In addition to Facebook, Twitter was also used as part of the social media campaign. 

Unfortunately it was not possible to capture all the tweets as not all were within the remit of 

the Council’s feeds.  

Three Leeds City Council Housing Twitter accounts were used to promote the consultation 

and the drop in sessions;   

 Housing Leeds, which has 3204 followers 

 Private Rented Housing, which has 1767 followers 
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 Leeds Housing Options which has 1450 followers 

During August, the selective licensing campaign was Housing Leeds’s top tweet with 4,353 

impressions.  Again in September, it was the top tweet with 2,084 impressions 

Other Twitter accounts belonging to local partners also promoted the consultation, for 

example the local community hubs and South Leeds Life. 

Drop-in Sessions   

As detailed above three main drop in events (which were open to all interested parties) were 

organised in the area as part of the local consultation. In total, 159 individuals signed in at 

the three events. Unfortunately not everyone wished to sign in and a number of individuals 

attended more than one event so this is not a true reflection of the level of attendance.  

At each event, people were able to provide their comments. Proformas were available at all 

sessions for individuals to complete and provide feedback or for Council officers to complete 

on behalf of individuals. As with the other consultation feedback, the landlords were 

generally opposed to the proposal whilst residents were for the introduction of selective 

licensing in the area.  

In total 46 proformas were completed at the drop in events of which 36 were generally 

opposed to the proposal and 3 for. This is typical of the large number of landlords who 

attended the sessions. The remainder were either undecided or had used the forms to 

convey information. 

There were a number of residents who attended the drop in events who told Council officers 

that they had been instructed by their landlord or agent to attend and to say that they oppose 

selective licensing as their rent would increase or they would be made homeless if it was 

introduced.  

Representatives of the Say No campaign group attended all the drop in sessions and 

canvased the opinion of those attending. 

Direct consultation 

As part of the consultation process, officers from the project team also consulted directly with 

partners via the various local meetings and network groups for Harehills and via city wide 

forums. This included attendance at landlord forums; community groups and various Council 

boards such as the Strategic Housing Panel.  

Appendices 3 and 13 has a full list of the meetings attended by the Council in relation to the 

consultation for selective licensing. 

In addition to the above, due to the diverse population in the area and some communities 

being hard to reach, a community worker was directly engaged to help complete 

questionnaires and to provide the Council with a summary of the feedback from all 

communities on their perception of the area. This feedback showed that different 

communities had different issues - the East European community had concerns around the 

condition of their homes and a feeling of vulnerability in relation to addressing concerns with 

their landlord while other communities had concerns in relation to crime and antisocial 

behaviour and the need to address both not just by landlords but the Council, the Police and 

partners. 

Appendix 9 contains a copy of the summary provided by the community worker. 
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COUNCIL CONSIDERATION AND RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK 

Appendix 14 contains the details of the main themes of feedback from the landlords and 

agents feedback from the consultation, together with the Councils consideration and 

response to these.  

Appendix 15 contains the details of the main themes of feedback from the residents’ 

feedback from the consultation, together with the Councils consideration and response to 

these. 

This detailed feedback has been provided to those who responded to the consultation at the 

time this business case has been published.  

RISKS TO SELECTIVE LICENSING 

Any selective licensing scheme has risks if introduced. The risks include the following -  

 A potential increase in homelessness as landlords choose to evict tenants to avoid 

having to licence a property. 

 Increased rents for tenants as landlords pass on the cost of a licence. 

 Landlords withdraw from the market and move to other areas of the city or to other 

local authority areas. 

 Landlords choose to leave properties empty. 

 Financial concerns around the introduction of Universal Credit; loss of mortgage tax 

relief; increased costs due to higher insurance premiums and borrowing costs and 

also the loss of borrowing as some lenders choose not to lend in the area. 

 The dispersal of issues to adjoining or other areas of the city. 

 A lack of cooperation by the sector leading to increased enforcement and not able to 

deliver within the planned 5 year period.  

The Risk Assessment has identified a number of potential risks to the scheme. The 

comprehensive assessment and actions to address the risks is contained in ir Appendix 16. 

POTENTIAL DISPLACEMENT FROM BEESTON INTO OTHER AREAS 

There is always the potential for any landlord or tenant to move from one area to another. 

This already occurs and will continue to occur regardless of whether selective licensing is 

introduced or not. Selective licensing can increase the likelihood of displacement occurring 

as it highlights an area and as a result resources are directed to the area to address issues 

such as poor housing conditions and management; crime; ASB; environmental issues etc. 

This can lead to both landlords and tenants moving and potentially taking the issues to 

locations outside of any area designated for selective licensing. 

Feedback from the landlords consulted indicates that some are prepared to sell their 

properties in the area and move to other areas. One respondent indicated that when 

selective licensing was proposed and subsequently introduced in the Cross Green/East End 

Park of Leeds in 2009, they sold up and moved to another part of the city. Other landlords 

have stated their intention to sell and move, not necessarily just within Leeds but to other 

parts of West Yorkshire and further afield. Obviously, at this stage we do not actually know 

what will happen but we should acknowledge the initial perception of landlords in the area.   

Similarly, there are concerns amongst tenants that if selective licensing was introduced and, 

as a consequence, rents increase - as has been indicated by the landlords - they may need 
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to move from the area due to unaffordable rents. This may mean they would miss out on 

improved standards of homes and the support which would be offered as part of the 

package of initiatives.   

If displacement was to occur in the city then traditionally it would be moving within similar 

rental markets. Generally this means Cross Green, Holbeck or Harehills. The Council is 

delivering the Leeds Neighbourhood Approach in Holbeck; working systematically across the 

area, in conjunction with the sector, key partners and stakeholders, to help improve 

neighbourhoods from a housing standards perspective as well as environmental and living 

conditions. Harehills is subject to a similar proposal for selective licensing and, if approved, 

would be a tool to help manage any displacement from Beeston.  

There are other rental markets in the city, predominantly in the inner east and west that may 

be affected by displacement from Beeston. This would need to be monitored, to determine if 

there are any issues as a result, and subsequently managed. Any displacement at all would 

be identified and appropriately managed as part of any selective licensing delivery approach.  

The proposed scheme area in Beeston has natural boundaries which mean that 

displacement into local neighbourhoods is likely to be minimised;  

 The M621 motorway acts as a significant boundary with different markets generally 

outside of the proposed area;  

 To the North East is the start of the city centre with industrial properties and a 

different rental market from Beeston;  

 To the North West is Holbeck and the South Bank area. As stated above, initiatives 

are already in place in Holbeck which would manage any displacement to this area 

and the South Bank’s housing market is a different market to Beeston;  

 To the south east around Parkside Lane is an industrial estate and to the south west 

Cross Flatts Park, again with a different housing market beyond.  

This geography is likely to limit any displacement locally. It is more likely that any 

displacement would occur into similar markets elsewhere in the city. 

LICENCE FEES 

As part of the scheme, all eligible owners will be required to obtain a licence. The cost of the 
licence is based on the cost of administering the licensing process and the enforcement of 
the scheme. The licence fee has to be split into 2 parts based on the above. The overall cost 
of the licence will be £825 per property. This is split into £425 for the administration and 
£400 for the enforcement. It is proposed to offer a £150 discount to all Leeds Rental 
Standard members provided they are members of the scheme at the date they make their 
licence application (as is currently offered to landlords who apply for Mandatory HMO 
Licensing). The £150 discount will apply to the second part of the licence fee as it is based 
on the assumption that, as members, the time taken to inspect and ensure compliance will 
be less than a non-member. Appendix 17 shows the licence fee breakdown 

LICENCE CONDITIONS 

As part of the approved scheme any licence will have conditions attached by which the 

licence holder will be liable to ensure compliance in all of their licenced properties. The 

condition were subject to consultation as part of the overall process. The conditions related 

to the management of the property only. The licence conditions for the scheme will be as 

follows: 

Licence Conditions for Selective Licensing in Beeston 
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Part 3 of the Housing act 2004 allows the Council to apply conditions in relation to privately rented 

properties. This conditions must be in relation to the management of the property. Any breach of the 

conditions could lead to a licence holder being subject to legal proceedings with the potential for 

prosecution or a Civil Penalty up to £30k per breach. 

 

During the consultation the Council consulted on draft conditions, which will now be adopted as part of 

the licence provisions under the designation of the area. These are set out below:  

 

Conditions for Selective Licensing in Beeston 

Leeds City Council (‘the Council’), being the Local Housing Authority, attaches the following 

conditions to the house subject to selective licensing by virtue of the provisions of Section 90 

of the Housing Act 2004.  

The licence holder and (if appropriate) a person on whom restrictions or obligations 

under a licence are imposed, is required:   

Gas  

To ensure that all gas installations and appliances are in a gas safe condition and that an 

annual gas safety check is carried out by a Gas Safe registered engineer.  

To produce to the Council on demand for inspection, a copy of the gas safety certificate 

obtained in respect of the house within the last 12 months.   

To provide a copy of the current gas safety certificate to all tenants/occupiers at the beginning 

of their tenancy/occupancy and to keep a written record that this has been provided.    

Electrical Safety  

To keep any electrical appliances that are made available in the house in a safe condition and 

to supply to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the safety of such appliances.    

Smoke Alarms  

To ensure that a smoke alarm is installed on each storey of the house on which there is a 

room used wholly or partly as living accommodation and to keep each alarm in proper working 

order  

To supply to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the condition and positioning of any 

smoke alarm.  

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Alarms  

To ensure that a CO alarm is installed in any room that is used wholly or partly as living 

accommodation and contains a solid fuel burning combustion appliance and to keep any CO 

alarm in proper working order.  

To supply to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the condition and positioning of any 

CO alarm.  

Furniture and furnishings  

To keep any furniture that is made available in the house in a safe condition and to supply to 

the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the safety of such furniture.  
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Antisocial Behaviour  

To take all reasonable and practicable steps to prevent or reduce antisocial behaviour (ASB) 

by persons occupying or visiting the house, including, but not exclusively -   

i. To put in place a written procedure that indicates how complaints relating to 

ASB will be dealt with. A copy of the procedure shall be supplied to the occupier(s) 

upon the commencement of their tenancy and to the Council on demand. 

ii. To keep a written record of complaints received relating to ASB. The record 

shall include details of the complaint together with the action taken to resolve the 

matter, and shall be retained for the term of this licence. iii. Where ASB is sustained, 

regular or more than one occurrence (even if months apart), the licence holder shall 

take all reasonable and practicable steps to ensure it is effectively dealt with, up to and 

including eviction. 

Management of the Property  

To ensure that the internal structure of the house and every window and other means of 

ventilation is maintained in good repair and that any fixtures and fittings and appliances made 

available are maintained in good repair and working order.    

To ensure, as far as is reasonably practicable, that the exterior of the property (including any 

boundary walls, gates and yards) is maintained in reasonable decorative order and in a good 

state of repair; that the exterior is free from graffiti and fly posters; and that gardens are 

maintained in a reasonably clean and tidy condition.  

Household Waste  

To ensure that the house has suitable and sufficient provision for the storage and collection of 

waste arising from the household occupying the property, including the correct type and 

number of waste bins.  

To ensure that all waste collected from the premises complies with the Council’s Waste Policy 

for the collection of waste from domestic premises  

Tenancy Management  

To supply to all the occupiers of the house, within 7 days of the commencement of any new 

tenancy, a written statement of the terms on which they occupy the property and to keep a 

written record that this has been supplied.    

To obtain a reference for each person who wishes to live in the house as their main home. 

References shall be obtained before entering into any new tenancy, licence or other form of 

agreement to occupy the house and shall be retained for the term of this licence.   

To supply to the Council on demand any references obtained for any tenancy for the term of 

the licence.  

To supply to the Council, on demand, details of all occupiers of the house. 

Where a tenancy is terminated during the term of the licence, to ensure the correct process is 

followed and to supply to the Council, on demand, a copy of all relevant documentation to 

demonstrate that the correct process has been followed.   

To ensure that they give the tenant/occupier at least 24 hours’ written notice of their intention 

to enter the house and specify the reason(s) entry is required. The exception to this is when it 
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would not be reasonable to give such notice and access is urgent, for example in an 

emergency.  

Licence  

To notify the Council, within 14 days, of any material change in circumstances that may affect 

the validity and/or terms of the licence, including:  

• A change of address 

• A change of manager, management arrangements or property ownership 

• Any change in the licence holder’s and/or (if appropriate) a person on whom 

 restrictions or obligations under the licence are imposed, or any associate’s 

 circumstances that may affect their status as a fit and proper person under the Housing 

 Act 2004 

• Any proposed changes to the house, including its layout that would affect the licence 

 or licence conditions 

MONITORING OF THE SCHEME 

We will monitor and review the scheme during its lifetime. This will allow us to ensure that 

we are achieving the outcomes hoped for; make any ongoing necessary adjustments and be 

as flexible as possible to help ensure the scheme’s success.  

The aim is that all licensed properties in the area will be visited during the life of the scheme. 

This is based on the assumption that 75% of licensed properties in the area are compliant; 

15% will require informal intervention and 10% will require formal intervention. 

Representatives of the sector have indicated in their discussions and submissions that the 

sector is compliant and that, as such there is no need for the scheme to be introduced.  

However, should these assumptions prove to be incorrect and it is found that there is less 

compliance in the sector than anticipated once monitoring starts, it may not be possible to 

inspect all properties during the life of the scheme. This would require further discussion and 

decisions on how best to address this including the potential for looking at a further business 

case to extend the scheme after the initial 5 years. This option is recognised by the 

Government as potentially necessary in order to ensure delivery of the intended outcomes.   

The private rented sector in the area - the landlords and managing agents - will have a major 

role to play in determining how the scheme will run over its life. The greater the level of 

cooperation and compliance with the legislation, the less enforcement and formal actions will 

be required and the better the outcome for all. If the sector is not cooperative or compliant, 

the scheme may need to have a more robust enforcement approach. This may then require 

a review of the way the scheme operates and the way it targets its resources as well as 

assessing the time taken to address issues in the area. 

As part of the monitoring process the Council will look at publishing an annual summary on 

the progress of the scheme against the criteria used to monitor it.  

The aim of the scheme is a reduction of problems with housing in the area that contribute to 

the high levels of deprivation in the area; the scheme is one measure as part of wider 

strategy to improve housing conditions in the area and to help improve the area and the lives 

of people living in it.  

To monitor the progress made by selective licensing, the Council will monitor a range of out 

outcomes over the life time of the scheme. 
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As part of the monitoring annual feedback will published and will included  

 The number of applications received and licences issued; 

 The fee income generated and the spend; 

 The number of inspections undertaken under Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004, ie.  

those carried out in relation to selective licensing; 

 The number of properties found to be fully compliant, those requiring informal action 

and those requiring formal action; 

 The number of visits undertaken under Part 1 of the Housing Act 2004, ie. those that 

fail to meet the minimum legal requirement; 

 The number of properties that require intervention (informal and formal) under Part 1 

of the Housing Act 2004; 

 The number of legal notices served on properties under the various legal options 

available to officers;  

 The number of properties improved  

 The number of formal actions undertaken (civil penalties; prosecutions; cautions; 

work in default etc.); 

 The number and type of referrals to other partners to support landlords and residents 

in the area. 

 Other activities (where available and appropriate) including actions taken to address 

environmental issues, ASB, crime etc 

At the end of the scheme it is proposed to consider wider issues based on the IMD criteria to 

determine the success of the scheme such as  

 Property data (the level of empty homes; property prices; turnover in the market etc);  

 IMD indexes (deprivation; ASB; crime; income, employment etc) although these will 

tend to be longer term indicators of the scheme’s outcome. 

As part of the monitoring, other similar areas will be used as a benchmark to try and 

determine the effects of the scheme in the area, both positive and negative. This will help to 

inform the monitoring and review of the scheme and the progress made during its life. 

DELIVERY OF AN APPROVED SELECTIVE LICENSING SCHEME IN BEESTON 

The Government guidance states that any scheme designated under the high deprivation 

criteria should address issues of housing associated with deprivation, including management 

of properties. The outcome of any designation should be a reduction in the problems with 

housing in the private rented sector contributing to the high levels of deprivation. 

The primary aim of the scheme will be to improve the housing conditions in the area. It is 

estimated that 3200/50% of the properties in the area are within the private rented sector. 

The intention will be to visit all the properties at least once over the term of the scheme. This 

is based on the assumption that a significant number (approximately 70%) of the properties 

and owners will be compliant and 10% will require formal actions. The remainder will 

hopefully be dealt with informally with owners improving their properties via informal action. 

In discussions with representatives of the sector, it was indicated that significant parts of the 

rental market in the area are compliant and therefore part of their opposition to the proposal 

is that selective licensing is not required. However, if this proves not to be the case, 

inspecting all properties in the 5 year term may not be feasible. This would require either the 

consideration of an alternative inspection regime or, depending on the evidence, 

consideration being given to re-designating the area beyond the initial 5 years. The 
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Government guidance recognises that, in some cases, this may be required due to the scale 

of the issues in an area. 

Owners who fail to apply for a licence or comply with licence conditions could be liable to 

prosecution or a civil penalty. For those who persistently fail to comply with the 

requirements, the Council could apply for a Banning Order against the owner subject to 

numerous successful legal actions having already been taken against the owner. 

Crossing the threshold of each privately rented property is a key to improving the area. This 

is not just to ensure improvements to the housing stock within the area but also to the lives 

of occupiers and for the community as a whole. To achieve this, a number of initiatives will 

be introduced to support improvements. 

Selective Licensing Licence Conditions  

The scheme itself is aimed at improving the management of the stock which will provide 

benefits for both the occupiers and the community at large.  The licence conditions (see 

Appendix 18) cover the safety of properties for the occupier, namely gas; electrical and fire 

safety as well as the provision of safe furniture. A licence holder would also be expected to 

maintain and repair the property so it is kept in good order and suitable for occupation. 

Together this will contribute to the property being a safe home for people to live in but also 

that it is in such a condition as not to blight the area. 

The licence conditions also provide for the proper management of the properties by 

landlords which provides benefits to the community as a whole as well as tenants. The 

licence holder would be expected to ensure that their tenants behaved appropriately and 

were not causing ASB; to ensure the property was well maintained and well-kept so it was 

not causing a blight to the community and to ensure that waste is managed and collected 

from the property.  

All of this will help improve the management of the largest tenure in the area as landlords will 

have to comply, with appropriate support, with the licence conditions as part the 

management of their properties. 

Improvements to the Housing Stock 

Selective licensing addresses management issues and not the physical condition of 

properties. To improve the housing stock, a number of complimentary initiatives will also be 

introduced. 

In Leeds, a landlord has the ability to become a member of the Leeds Rental Standard 

(LRS), a scheme jointly run by the NLA, RLA and Unipol that is supported by the Council.  

The LRS is a form of voluntary self-regulation that establishes an overarching minimum 

standard for privately rented accommodation across the city and provides landlords with the 

ability to self-regulate as to how they manage their houses and run their business. It also 

offers benefits such as access to the city’s waste facilities and parking permits outside their 

property. The scheme also provides a helpline for assistance to resolve problems.  

To become a member of the LRS, landlords are firstly required to be a member of one of 

three recognised accreditation schemes. Accreditation recognises housing suppliers who 

provide a quality service and who have demonstrated skills in property and tenancy 

management.   

Membership of LRS provides an accredited landlord with access to education (including 

training courses); advice; a legal helpline and landlord meetings to help improve their 
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understanding of the housing market and their business. It also provides a system for 

dealing with any initial complaints.  Only if there is an unwillingness to deal with the 

complaint and complete any works required would the Council become involved 

The Council recognises the importance of the LRS approach and fully endorses it. As part of 

selective licensing, the Council will continue to actively promote membership of the LRS and 

the role that landlord associations can and do play in helping landlords to improve 

their businesses; meet standards and ensure they provide good standards of 

accommodation. 

In recognition of the importance of the scheme and acknowledging the fact that members 

should require less intervention by the Council, a £150 discount on the licence fee, per 

property, is proposed.   

The aim is that all private rented properties will be inspected as part of the scheme and this 

will also help identify those properties which do not comply with property conditions under 

Part 1 of the Housing Act 2004. Whilst selective licensing and the income generated from 

the licence fee cannot be used to support action under Part 1 of the Act, officers crossing the 

threshold will be gathering intelligence to support other actions and initiatives. The Council 

has a duty under Part 1 of the Act and any property identified as failing to meet the legal 

minimum will be subject to action as per the Council’s Enforcement Policy. All Houses in 

Multiple Occupation (HMO) are subject to legislation covering their management whether 

mandatory licensed or not. All such properties in the area will be targeted to ensure they 

comply with all relevant legislation. 

Property standards are an issue of concern as recent research undertaken by the CIH/CIEH 

into selective licensing in 20 authorities identified that 69 to 84% of properties in an approved 

area required works to bring them up to the legal minimum standard, with a significant level 

of hazards identified. This means the resources available to undertake the inspection work 

will need to be kept under review as well as the proposal to inspect all properties in the 5 

years as mentioned above. 

The Rogue Landlord Unit (the Unit) works in partnership with other agencies to target 

criminal activity involving the sector. Criminals use privately rented property from which to 

run their activity and to launder money. Working in partnership with the Police; the Home 

Office Immigration;  HMRC; commercial licensing; DWP; Highways Agency etc. the Unit 

proactively targets criminal landlords and their facilitators, i.e. those who offer services to 

support their activity. This activity will be targeted to support the enforcement of standards in 

the area and criminal activity in the area linked to the private rented sector. The intelligence 

gathered by the scheme and officers working in the scheme will allow better targeted 

enforcement, a better understanding of the area and better disruption of the criminal activity 

in the area. 

Mandatory licensed Houses in Multiple Occupation will not require a licence under the 

selective licensing scheme as they are already covered by Part 2 of the Housing Act 2004. 

All licensed HMO’s will be visited in the first 12 months of any approved scheme to ensure 

they are fully compliant, well managed and of the required standard. Any property which is 

not will be dealt with as per the Council’s Enforcement Policy. 

Empty homes can be a blight on a community. Whilst at present the level of empty homes in 

the area is not significant, the feedback from owners during the consultation is that they may 

sell and leave the area thus increasing the level of empty homes. The Council has a robust 

Empty Homes Strategy with a history of success. If there is an increase of empty homes in 

the area, the Empty Homes team will proactively target the area to address all long term 
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empty homes hopefully working with owners - in partnership with the Empty Homes Doctor - 

to remedy void homes and return them back into occupation. Where owners do not wish to 

bring their homes back into occupation, the team will use its legal powers (including 

compulsory purchase) to bring homes back into use. Partners in the Community Led 

Housing Sector have expressed an interest in purchasing homes if they are available. The 

market will also purchase empty homes which, together with the above, will help to mitigate 

any issues which may arise if owners decide to leave the area. 

It is accepted that, as a result of the introduction of selective licensing into the area, there 

may be an increase in homelessness. Under the Homelessness Prevention Act 2018, a 

person is homeless if the accommodation they are occupying is unreasonable to occupy 

because of the standard of accommodation and/or poor standards of housing management. 

With the aim of inspecting every privately rented property during the term of the scheme it is 

expected that families and individuals will be found to be living in unreasonable conditions. 

Selective licensing will allow property conditions to be addressed but will also enable the 

tenant to be supported to find better accommodation when necessary. This will also 

empower the tenant and assist them to understand their right to a reasonable standard of 

accommodation in the PRS. The service has access to dedicated tenancy support workers 

and any tenants / individuals identified as vulnerable or in need of assistance can be directly 

supported. 

The Council recognises that it has significant stock, with 1295 properties, in the area and 

has a role to play in contributing to improvements. As part of the introduction of the scheme, 

resources will be realigned to provide more intensive management of its existing tenants and 

stock. This help ensure that tenants are provided with full support to meet their needs to 

ensure that they are managed to reduce any crime or ASB associated with their properties 

and that they do not contribute to environmental issues affecting the area. 

As part of the Council’s own capital programme, finances have been made available to 

ensure the Council’s stock in the area is well maintained, improved and meets the minimum 

legal requirements where they are found to be failing. The funding is a combination of 

existing programmed works, new contracts of works or the responsive repairs budget. The 

Council will look to review its existing stock condition data and provide additional funds 

above those already available to ensure that it contributes to an improved area. 

Other supporting initiatives 

As the aim of the scheme is to visit all licensed PRS properties, officers will be able to 

engage with residents to address their needs. This is a model which has shown success in 

other parts of the city - it allows other resources to be targeted to assist those who wish to be 

helped or take up advice or other service offers.  

The introduction of the scheme will also allow initiatives such as: 

 Working with Employment and Skills to commission services to support residents 

getting into work or further learning. By working in this way, services can be targeted 

to those in need and ensure that service provision meets that need. 

 Working with partners who provide financial help and assistance, such as the Leeds 

City Credit Union, to provide help and advice on debt management and access to 

bank accounts etc. 

 Working with colleagues in waste to support increased recycling by providing 

additional help and advice to residents and landlords with the Waste Doctors helping 

to support the community 
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 Working with the Cleaner Neighbourhoods Team be able to action and intervene on 

environmental issues to improve and maintain the area 

 Empowering residents to understand their rights and empowering them to ensure 

that landlords meet their legal duties – this can be done via help and advice as well 

as educational material  

 To work with and engage with the sector to improve understanding of need and to 

ensure that all landlords know what is required to meet the legal minimum 

requirements 

 Working with Leeds Anti-Social Behaviour Team to generate closer working with 

private landlords in order to tackle anti-social behaviour through early intervention 

and to provide advice and assistance to landlords dealing with tenants who cause 

anti-social behaviour 

CONCLUSION 

The Council has the power under Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 to consider the option of 
selective licensing as part of an overall strategy to address issues in the private rented 
sector. In February 2018, the Council’s Executive Board considered a proposal to look at this 
option for Beeston linking it to the Strong Economy Compassionate City agenda to address 
inequalities in the city.  

Beeston is strategically important to the Council. As part of the Strong Economy 
Compassionate City agenda, the aim is to ensure that all citizens of Leeds enjoy the benefits 
of living in one of the country’s largest and more prosperous cities. However not everyone 
has benefited from the city’s success. To address this, the Council with partners has 
developed a number of strategies to try and tackle the stubborn inequalities that affect parts 
of the city such as Beeston.   

Introducing selective licensing has a number of potential benefits for the area. By licensing 
properties, all owners will be identified, allowing better engagement and support for 
landlords. This will help to improve partnership working within the sector; to raise standards 
and help address problems with anti-social behaviour and crime in their properties. In 
addition, officers will have the opportunity to gain access to all privately rented properties 
which will allow tenants to have better engagement and support with and from the Council 
and other agencies. Working in partnership will bring in other services to help with issues 
such as poor health; access to services; financial hardship etc. to meet the needs of tenants. 
This will help to make a difference to individuals as well as the community. Better 
intelligence will also allow targeted action to be taken against those landlords who choose to 
not comply with minimum legal requirements. This will ensure that they provide the required 
standard of accommodation which not only benefits their tenants by improving their safety 
and well-being but also provides an even playing field for the good landlords who are already 
or willing to be compliant. 

Consideration has been given to determining whether there is a business case for selective 
licensing in Beeston based on the legal requirements and government guidance. The 
business case considered the evidence for selective licensing under the criteria of high 
levels of deprivation in the area. The evidence showed that the area under consideration is 
deprived when compared to other areas in Leeds and the city as a whole. All of the area is in 
the lowest 20% of the most deprived areas in England, as in 2010. In 2015 the area had 4 
Lower Super Output areas (LSOA) in the lowest 1% in England compared to none in 2010.  
Over the last couple of decades, the area has seen a significant rise in the private rented 
sector from the Census in 2001 at 15% to a current estimate of 50%. This compares to a city 
wide average of 20/22%. 

As part of the development of the business case, all stakeholders and interested parties 
have been invited to have their say on the proposal through the consultation process. The 
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Council is required to take reasonable steps to consult with people who are likely to be 
affected by a proposal for selective licensing and to consider any representations made. The 
Government’s guidance states that any consultation for selective licensing has to be for a 
minimum of 10 weeks. The consultation for the proposal for Beeston ran for 13 weeks from 
the 1st August to the 31st October 2018. It involved both local and citywide activities to 
maximise the opportunities for people to have their say.  

The main feedback was via completed questionnaires although written representations both 
for and against were also received. All the feedback has been considered by the Council and 
a full response provided to all the issues raised by both landlords/managing agents and 
residents/stakeholders. A total of 1,688 questionnaires were completed by residents, 
stakeholders, landlords and agents. 1489 responses were received from residents and 
stakeholders and 199 from landlords and agents.  

Whilst validation of the responses to the landlord/managing agents questionnaires showed 
no real concerns those from the residents/stakeholders did. Validation of these showed that 
there were multiple responses from single IP address, which indicates that they were 
completed from a single property. In the overall returns for the online questionnaire 121 IP 
addresses were used to complete 3 or more questionnaires which accounted for 826 
responses out of the total 982 responses from the Beeston residents responses. 70 IP 
addresses provided 6 or more responses which totalled 655 Beeston residents’ responses.  
One IP address was responsible for 55 resident/stakeholder responses. The multiple 
responses from a single IP address indicates that these are potentially duplicate returns from 
the same person at each IP address and are harder to validate as all being genuine 
responses from separate individual respondents and consideration should be given to their 
accuracy as a true reflection of opinion when compared to the responses completed on 
paper which were primarily undertaken by officers directly with individual residents and 
therefore can be validated. 
 

It was decided to consider the resident/stakeholder questionnaire feedback in 3 ways; paper 
copies which were mostly completed by Council Officers speaking to a resident/stakeholder, 
all responses from 5 or less single IP addresses as it is not unreasonable to have up to 5 
persons living in a single home and paper responses, and all responses received.  

The outcome of the consultation from paper only responses showed that the residents in 
Beeston were strongly in favour with 91% agreeing with the introduction of selective 
licensing as a means to improve the housing, create a better environment in which they live 
and to help reduce crime and anti-social behaviour. However those from 5 or less IP address 
and paper response showed that 57% were in favour compared to 38 against. For all 
responses received the results showed only 31% were in favour compared to 62% against.  

The feedback from landlords and managing agents, as with other schemes approved in the 
country, showed them to be strongly against the proposal for selective licensing in Beeston. 
The landlords and managing agents raised concerns regarding the cost of the licence fee 
and the likely increase in rent for tenants, the area did not require the intervention and it 
would lead to increases in homelessness and empty homes.   
 
The legal criteria in the legislation and statutory guidance for designating an area for the 
condition of a high level of deprivation are that: 
 

 the area contains a high proportion of properties that are in the private rented sector; 

 that the area is suffering from a high level of deprivation affecting a significant 
number of occupiers of the private rented sector;  

 that making the designation will contribute to a reduction of the level of deprivation in 
the area and will improve housing conditions when combined with other measures 
taken in the area; 
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 that other alternative measures that could achieve the same as selective licensing 
have been considered; 

 that selective licensing will significantly assist with achieving the objectives of the 
scheme; 

 that a co-ordinated approach will be taken with other services in the area such as 
homelessness, anti-social behaviour and empty properties; 

 that using selective licensing is consistent with the authority’s overall housing 
strategy; and 

 that reasonable steps have been taken to consult with people who are likely to be 
affected by the designation and to have considered those representations.  

 

When determining if an area is suffering from a high level of deprivation, the Council may 
have regard to the following factors in relation to the area: the employment status of adults, 
the average income of households, the health of households, the availability and ease of 
access to education, training and other services for households, housing conditions, the 
physical environment, and levels of crime. 

The business case put forward for Beeston contains the evidence to show that all the legal 
criteria in relation to designating an area experiencing a high level of deprivation have been 
met.  The business case contains strong evidence of high levels of deprivation in the area, 
together with the fact that existing strategies have not resulted in an improvement to the 
issues in the area relating to housing and to the condition of the stock. The business case 
evidences that the feedback to the consultation has been considered and the responses are 
detailed in Appendix 14 and 15. The views of the Residents and Stakeholders and Landlords 
and Agents have been considered and it is noted that those views are both for and against 
the proposal. The response from landlords and letting agents was that they were opposed to 
the scheme. The response from residents varied depending on which set of results is 
considered as set out above. Although the overall response of all returns was that 63% of 
residents were against the scheme less weight was placed on this due to the identified 
concerns over validation of these results. When considering the validated paper responses 
the percentage of residents in favour was 93% in favour.  Considering the results, the 
feedback and the strong evidence of high levels of deprivation in the area and the evidence 
that alternative measures have not been widely taken up by the sector when considered as a 
whole, on balance this indicates that there is a business case for the designation of Beeston 
as a selective licensing area.  
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Appendix 1 
 

STREET LIST OF THE AREA IN BEESTON TO BE DESIGNATED FOR SELECTIVE LICENSING 
 

Street Name Street Name 

A Barton View 

Access road from Hunslet Hall Road to Kingdom Hall of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses & Church of The Nazarene 

Beeston Road - from Lane End Primary School to Cross Flatts  

                                Park & Holbeck Cemetery 
Admiral Street Belvedere Avenue 

B Belvedere Mount 

Back Belvedere Avenue Belvedere Terrace 

Back Belvedere Mount Beverley Avenue 

Back Burlington Place Beverley Square 

Back Burlington Road Beverley Terrace 

Back Burton Terrace Bismarck Drive 

Back Camberley Street Bismarck Street 

Back Clovelly Place Bismarck Way 

Back Colwyn Place Brett Gardens 

Back Colwyn View Brickfield Row  

Back Cranbrook Avenue Brompton Grove 

Back Cranbrook Terrace Brompton Mount 

Back Crossland Terrace Brompton Row 
Back Dewsbury Road Brompton Terrace 

Back Fairford Place Brompton View 

Back Garnet Place Buckley Avenue 

Back Greenmount Terrace Buckton Close 

Back Linden Grove Buckton Mount 

Back Linden Road North  Buckton View 

Back Linden Road Sorth  Bude Road 

Back Lodge Lane Burlington Place 

Back Longroyd Terrace Burlington Road 

Back Maud Avenue Burton Avenue 

Back Middleton View Burton Road 

Back Oakley Terrace Burton Row 

Back Park View Burton Street 

Back Rowland Terrace Burton Terrace 

Back Sefton Avenue C 

Back Sefton Terrace Cad Beeston Mews 

Back St Lukes Crescent Camberley Street 

Back Stratford Avenue Cambrian Place  

Back Stratford Street Cambrian Street 

Back Stratford Terrace Cambrian Terrace 

Back Tempest Road Carr Moor Side 

Back Temple View Catherine Grove 

Back Trentham Place 
Cemetery Road - from M621 motorway junction 2A to junction  

                                   with Beeston Rd 
Back Wickham Street Clovelly Avenue 

Baron Close Clovelly Grove 

Barton Grove Clovelly Place 

Barton Hill  Clovelly Row 

Barton Mount Clovelly Terrace 

Barton Place Cockburn Close 

Barton Road Cockburn Way 

Barton Terrace Colville Terrace 
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Street Name Street Name 
Colwyn Avenue Greenmount Court 

Colwyn Mount Greenmount Lane 

Colwyn Place Greenmount Place 

Colwyn Road Greenmount Street 

Colwyn Terrace Greenmount Terrace 

Colwyn View H 

Coupland Place Hardy Grove 

Coupland Road Hardy Street 

Coupland Street Hardy Terrace 

Cranbrook Avenue Hardy View 

Cross Linden Terrace Harlech Avenue 

Cross Woodview Street Harlech Crescent 

Crossland Terrace Harlech Grove 

D Harlech Mount 

Dartmouth Way Harlech Park Court 

Dawson Road Harlech Road 

Dewsbury Road - from junction 3 of M621 to junction with  

                                   Middleton Grove 
Harlech Street 

Disraeli Gardens Harlech Terrace 

Disraeli Terrace Hill Street 

Dobson Avenue Hird Street 

Dobson Grove Hunslet Hall Close 

Dobson Place Hunslet Hall Road 

Dobson Terrace I 
Dobson View Ingleton Close 

Drayton Manor Yard Ingleton Grove 

E Ingleton Place 

Elland Road -South side of M621 (Beeston side) between Cemetery  

                           Road and Beggars Hill Ingleton Street 

Envoy Street J 

F Joy Row 

Fairfax Crescent L 
Fairfax Road Lady Pit Court 

Fairford Avenue Lady Pit Lane 

Fairford Terrace Lady Row  

Flaxton Close Lane End Place 

Flaxton Gardens Linden Avenue 

Flaxton Street Linden Gardens 

Flaxton View Linden Grove 

Folly Lane Linden Mount 

Fulham Place Linden Place 

Fulham Square Linden Road 

Fulham Street Linden Street 

G Linden Terrace 

Garnet Avenue Lodge Lane 

Garnet Crescent Lodge Terrace 

Garnet Grove Longroyd Avenue 

Garnet Parade Longroyd Crescent 

Garnet Place Longroyd Crescent North 

Garnet Road Longroyd Grove 

Garnet Terrace Longroyd Place 

Garnet View Longroyd Street 

Green Terrace Longroyd Street North 
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Street Name Street Name 
Longroyd Terrace Rowland Terrace 

Longroyd View S 

M Sefton Avenue 

M621 Junction 2A from Junction 3 off slip road Sefton Street 

M621 Junction 3 from Junction 4 off slip road Sefton Terrace 

M621 Junction 4 from Junction 5 off slip road St Francis Close 

M621 Junction 4 to Junction 3 on slip road St Lukes Crescent 

M621 Junction 5 from Junction 6 off slip road St Lukes Green 

Maitland Place St Lukes Road 

Maltings Road St Lukes Street 

Malvern Grove St Lukes View 

Malvern Rise St Peters Court 

Malvern Road Stratford Avenue 

Malvern Street Stratford Street 

Malvern View Stratford Terrace 

Marian Grove Sunbeam Grove 

Maud Avenue Sunbeam Place 

Maud Place  Sunbeam Terrace 

Middleton Crescent Sycamore Croft 

Moor Crescent Sycamore Fold 

Moor Crescent Chase T 

Moor Road Tempest Place 

Moorside Maltings  Tempest Road 

Moorville Close Temple Crescent 

Moorville Court Temple View  

Moorville Grove Trentham Avenue 

Moorville Road Trentham Grove 

N Trentham Place 

Normanton Grove Trentham Row 

Normanton Place Trentham Street 

Normanton Street Trentham Terrace 

Northcote Crescent 
Tunstall Road - from junction with Dewsbury Road to junction  

                               with M621 motorway junction 5 

Northcote Drive U 
Northcote Green Upper Woodview Place 

O W 
Oakley Grove Waverley Garth 

Oakley Terrace West Mount Street 

Oakley View West View 

P Westbourne Avenue 

Parkside Lane - from junction with Dewsbury Road to junction  

                                with Lenton Drive 
Westbourne Mount 

Park View Westbourne Place 

Poulton Place Westbourne Street 

Primrose Lane Wickham Street 

R Woodview Grove 

Rawson Place Westbourne Mount 

Rawson Terrace Woodview Mount 

Rington Road Woodview Place 

Rowland Place Woodview Road 

Rowland Road Woodview Street 

 Woodview Terrace 
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Appendix 2 
 

 
DEPRIVATION EVIDENCE 

 
 

Introduction 
 

This appendix contains statistical intelligence and insight to support the business case for selective licensing in 

Beeston based on the criteria of there being high levels of deprivation in the area.  

 

Data has been gathered from a variety of sources, including the Office of National Statistics; the Department for 

Work and Pensions; West Yorkshire Police and the Leeds Observatory.  

 

Where possible, Lower Layer Super Output Area (LSOA) and Middle Layer Super Output Area (MSOA) data has 
been aggregated to the bespoke boundary of the selective licensing area (see the map of the area in Appendix 1).  
 
There are 482 LSOAs and 107 MSOAs in Leeds. They were produced by the Office for National Statistics for the 
reporting of small area statistics and are a standard way of dividing up the country. Most indicators in this 
appendix use LSOA data, where other data is used this is highlighted.  Where LSOA and MSOA data was not 
available, electoral ward or postcode areas were used.  
 
LSOAs included: E01011312, E01011364, E01011371, E01011372, E01011373, E01011374, E01011375 
MSOAs included: E02002414, E02002415 
 
Most indicators provide a comparison to the Leeds average. 
 
Arrows have been used in tables to show where an area is notably higher or lower than the Leeds average. Colour 
ramps show categories in which results are high in red or low in blue. The blue or yellow in charts symbolise the 
area whilst the orange line symbolises the Leeds average.   
 
 

Index of Multiple Deprivation - The Index of Multiple Deprivation, commonly known as the IMD, is the official 

measure of relative deprivation for small areas in England. It is constructed by combining seven domains of 

deprivation according to their respective weights. The Income and Employment domains are given the most 

weight then the Education and Health domains. Crime, Barriers to housing and services and the Living 

environment domains are given less weight. All domain data is put together to calculate an overall measure of 

deprivation for every small area in England. 
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Factors of Deprivation  

 
This document outlines the evidence used to justify the area proposed for inclusion within the selective licensing 

designation and is designed to ensure that the Council’s proposal meets with the governments guidance1 for local 

authorities which states “In deciding whether to make a designation because the local authority considers the 

area suffers from a high level of deprivation we recommend that the local housing authority considers the 

following factors when compared to other similar neighbourhoods in the local authority area or within the region:  

 the employment status of adults; 

 the average income of households; 

 the health of households; 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services for households; 

 housing conditions; 

 the physical environment; 

 levels of crime. 

 

The evidence is therefore organised and presented in line with the above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1Selective licensing in the private rented sector A Guide for local authorities, Department for Communities and 

Local Government, March 2015 
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Headline Data  
 

There are 32,844 LSOA’s in the country; 482 are in Leeds.  Of these, 16 neighbourhoods are in the 1% most 
deprived nationally. The LSOA’s highlighted in blue in the table below are within the proposed boundary for 
selective licensing. 
 

LSOA Name Reference No Ward 

Stratford Street, Beverley’s E01011372 City and Hunslet 

Crosby St, Recreations, Barton’s E01011368 Beeston and Holbeck 

Lincoln Green E01033035 Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 

Foundry Mill Drive, Hawkshead Crescent, Alston Lane E01011667 Killingbeck and Seacroft 

Foundry Mill Terrace, Brooklands E01011662 Killingbeck and Seacroft 

Clifton’s, Nowell’s E01011347 Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 

Boggart Hill E01011658 Killingbeck and Seacroft 

Wickham Street. Sefton’s, Harlech’s E01011375 City and Hunslet 

Holdforth’s, Clyde Approach, E01011363 Armley 

Trentham Street, Oakley’s, Garnets E01011312 City and Hunslet 

Winrose’s, Whitebeams E01011473 Middleton Park 

Armley Grove Place, Hall Lane, Abbot View E01011294 Armley 

Bismarck’s, Dewsbury Road, Burton Street E01011371 City and Hunslet 

Compton’s, Ashton’s, Cowper’s E01011433 Gipton and Harehills 

Bellbrooke Avenue, Kimberley Road, Compton’s E01011344 Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 

Halton Moor, Kendal Drive, Cartmell Drive E01011624 Temple Newsam 

    
   The 16 lower super output areas (LSOA) in Leeds that are in the 1% Most deprived neighbourhoods in the country 

 
 
Overall IMD ranking 

This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the overall relative deprivation ranking of LSOAs 
in this area. It can be used to understand how deprived an area is. 
 

Overall IMD rank -% of 
LSOAs in each band (DCLG 

2015) 

Beeston Leeds  

 

1 – most deprived 86% 22%  

2 14% 9%  

3 0% 9%  

4 0% 7%  

5 0% 8%  

6 0% 8%  

7 0% 10%  

8 0% 10%  

9 0% 8%  

10 – least deprived 0% 9%  

Total  7 482  
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90%

Overall IMD rank - % of LSOAs in each band 
(DCLG 2015)

Beeston Leeds

Page 59



 Appendix 2 
 

 

 
 
Population size 

This section uses 2016 ONS mid-year estimates to provide an up to date picture of population size. This is 
compared with 2011 Census data to measure if there has been a change. Population density is also included. 
 

 
 
 
Age 

This section uses 2016 ONS mid-year estimates to provide a breakdown of the population by broad age groups. It 
can be used to identify particular groups such as children and young people, young adults and older people. 
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Population by Age (ONS Mid Year Estimate 2016)

Beeston Leeds

Overall IMD rank -% of LSOAs in each band  2015 2010 

1 – most deprived 86% 86% 

2 14% 14% 

3 0% 0% 

4 0% 0% 

5 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 

7 0% 0% 

8 0% 0% 

9 0% 0% 

10 – least deprived 0% 0% 

Total  7 7 

Page 60



 Appendix 2 
 
Ethnicity 

This section uses Census 2011 data to provide a breakdown of the population by ethnicity. It can be used to 
identify particular ethnic groups and support delivery of targeted services. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Household composition 

This section uses Census 2011 data to provide a breakdown of households by composition. It can be used to 
understand different types of family structures and identify particular groups such as lone parents or households 
with children. 
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Property type 
This section uses Census 2011 data to provide a breakdown of households by property type. It can be used to 
identify particular property types such as densely populated terraced housing or multi occupancy housing. 
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Council tax bandings 

This section uses data from Leeds City Council to provide a breakdown of households by council tax bandings. It 
can be used to identify the value of properties and how much residents are contributing towards council services. 
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Employment Status 
 

Employment IMD ranking 

This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the employment deprivation ranking of LSOAs in 
this area. The ranking takes into account the proportion of the working-age population in an area involuntarily 
excluded from the labour market. This includes people who would like to work but are unable to do so due to 
unemployment, sickness or disability, or caring responsibilities. 
 

Employment IMD rank -
% of LSOAs in each band 

(DCLG 2015) 

Beeston Leeds   

1 – most deprived 86% 20%  

2 14% 10%  

3 0% 8%  

4 0% 9%  

5 0% 6%  

6 0% 8%  

7 0% 8%  

8 0% 6%  

9 0% 12%  

10 – least deprived 0% 13%  

Total  7 482  

 
 
Unemployment Benefits 

This section uses data from NOMIS to provide information on the working age population in receipt of 
Jobseeker’s Allowance or Universal Credit. It can be used to measure the population claiming benefit for the 
reason of being unemployed. 
 

 

 
 
Claimant Count (Ward & LSOA) 
Claimant Count Rate. Claimant count is the headline indicator of the number of people claiming unemployment 
related benefits. It includes both people claiming Job Seekers Allowance (JSA) and people claiming Universal 
Credit (UC) who are required to seek work. The ward rate is the number of claimants as a percentage of the 
resident population aged 16-64. 
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  Age 16+ -Total - Claimant count 03-2019 Age 16+ -Total - Claimant count % 03-2019 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 1,200 7.3 

Gipton & Harehills 1,285 6.5 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 780 5.5 

Armley 790 5 

Beeston & Holbeck 775 4.7 

Middleton Park 835 4.4 

Chapel Allerton 640 4.2 

Hunslet & Riverside 965 4.1 

Farnley & Wortley 635 3.8 

Kirkstall 485 3.4 
 

 January 2019 February 2019 March 2019 

Beeston SL Area Total 600 625 645 

Leeds Total 12570 13285 14075 

Beeston % 4.8% 4.7% 4.6% 

 
 
Children in out of work benefit claimant households 2017 (Ward) 

In Hunslet & Riverside, there are 1,445 children aged 0-18 living in households where a parent or guardian is 
claiming an out-of-work benefit- Jobseeker’s Allowance, Income Support, Employment and Support Allowance, 
Incapacity Benefit/Severe Disablement Allowance, Pension Credit or Universal Credit. 
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In Beeston & Holbeck there are 1,395 children aged 0-18 living in households where a parent or guardian is 
claiming an out-of-work benefit- Jobseeker’s Allowance, Income Support, Employment and Support Allowance, 
Incapacity Benefit/Severe Disablement Allowance, Pension Credit or Universal Credit.  
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Income 
 
Income IMD ranking 

This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the income deprivation ranking of LSOAs in this 
area. The ranking takes into account the proportion of the population experiencing deprivation relating to low 
income. The definition of low income used includes both those people that are out-of-work, and those that are in 
work but who have low earnings. 
 

Income IMD rank -% of 
LSOAs in each band 

(DCLG 2015) 

Beeston Leeds  

1 – most deprived 86% 20% 

2 14% 10% 

3 0% 8% 

4 0% 9% 

5 0% 6% 

6 0% 8% 

7 0% 8% 

8 0% 6% 

9 0% 12% 

10 – least deprived 0% 13% 

Total  7 482 

 
 
 
Net annual income (MSOA) 
This section uses data from ONS to provide information on the average net income of areas.  

 

 
 
Fuel poverty 
This section uses data from the DECC to provide information on households affected by fuel poverty. It can be used 

to identify where heating and electric is unaffordable due to poor infrastructure and/or low incomes.  

Households in fuel poverty % (DECC 2017) Beeston Leeds 

2012 24 12 

2013 27 12 

2014 21 12 

2015 26 14 

 

 

Free School Meals 
This section uses data from the January 2018 school census to provide information on households where children 
are eligible for free school meals. It can be used to identify where children are living in low income families. 
 

Area % of Pupils FSM eligible 

Beeston 27% 

Leeds 16% 

 
 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

Income IMD rank - % of LSOAs in each band (DCLG 2015)

Beeston Leeds

Page 68



 Appendix 2 
 
 
Foodbanks (Ward) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and 
Sept 2017 the table below shows the number of requests per ward where residents approached the Council for a 
food voucher entitling them to an emergency three day food parcel from a local food bank.  
 

Ward No. of Vouchers Issued Ward No. of Vouchers Issued 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 290 Morley North 52 

Gipton & Harehills 270 Hyde Park & Woodhouse 42 

City & Hunslet 168 Horsforth 38 

Beeston & Holbeck 159 Ardsley & Robin Hood 37 

Armley 146 Kirkstall 36 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 145 Garforth & Swillington 31 

Middleton Park 126 Weetwood 31 

Alwoodley 115 Wetherby 31 

Chapel Allerton 99 Moortown 28 

Pudsey 98 Kippax & Methley 27 

Bramley & Stanningley 93 Roundhay 25 

Farnley & Wortley 90 Otley & Yeadon 22 

Morley South 83 Guiseley & Rawdon 14 

Cross Gates & Whinmoor 62 Adel & Wharfedale 10 

Rothwell 62 Harewood 6 

Temple Newsam 62 Headingley 5 

Calverley & Farsley 54 Total 2557 

 
 
 
Discretionary Housing Payment (Ward) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and Sept 
2017 the table below shows the number of requests per ward where residents approached the Council for a 
discretionary housing payment (DHP). A DHP is an extra payment to help people who claim housing benefit or get the 
housing element of universal credit and are struggling to pay the rent. 

 

Ward Requests for DHP Ward Requests for DHP 

Armley 609 Morley North 157 

City & Hunslet 566 Bramley & Stanningley 153 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 504 Weetwood 139 

Beeston & Holbeck 494 Cross Gates & Whinmoor 131 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 454 Moortown 131 

Gipton & Harehills 443 Roundhay 113 

Middleton Park 382 Ardsley & Robin Hood 111 

Chapel Allerton 352 Horsforth 109 

Hyde Park & Woodhouse 342 Headingley 96 

Temple Newsam 258 Kippax & Methley 94 

Morley South 243 Calverley & Farsley 85 

Farnley & Wortley 215 Guiseley & Rawdon 68 

Otley & Yeadon 190 Wetherby 66 

Rothwell 183 Garforth & Swillington 59 

Alwoodley 176 Adel & Wharfedale 52 

Kirkstall 175 Harewood 26 

Pudsey 166 Total 7342 
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Local Council Tax Support (Ward) 
This section uses information form Leeds City Councils Welfare & Benefits Section to show the number of claims 
in payment for Council Tax Support, this is a discount which reduces the amount of council tax you have to pay if 
you are on a low income this includes people who are working. The table below contains the top 10 wards in Leeds. 
 

Ward 
No.of Claims 

(Oct 2018) Ward 
No.of Claims 

(Oct 2018) 

Gipton and Harehills 2093 Middleton Park 1004 

Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 1812 Killingbeck and Seacroft 956 

City and Hunslet 1184 Hyde Park and Woodhouse 933 

Armley 1091 Chapel Allerton 932 

Beeston and Holbeck 1030 Bramley and Stanningley 701 

 
 
Children in Low Income Families (LSOA & Ward) 
This section uses data from the DWP to show the proportion of children living in families receiving out-of-work 
(means tested) benefits or receiving tax credits where their reported income is less than 60% of UK median 
income, as of August 2015. 
 

Ward  / Area Name % of Children in low-income families All Children 

  Under 16  
England 16.80% 16.60% 

Yorkshire and the Humber 19% 18.60% 

Leeds 19.60% 19.20% 

Hyde Park and Woodhouse 40.50% 39.90% 

Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 39.10% 38% 

Gipton and Harehills 30.90% 31.30% 

Beeston Selective Licensing Area 31.50% 31.70% 

City and Hunslet 30.60% 30.90% 

Middleton Park 31.80% 30.80% 

Killingbeck and Seacroft 31.50% 30.50% 

Armley 30.70% 30.10% 

Beeston and Holbeck 27.60% 27.30% 

Kirkstall 0.264 0.258 

Bramley and Stanningley 0.265 0.255 

 
 
Children in Out of Work Households (Ward) 
This section uses data from the DWP to show the number of children who lived in households where a parent or 
guardian claimed an out-of-work benefit as of 31 May 2017. The table below contains the top 10 wards in Leeds. 
 

Ward Age 
0-4 

Age 
5-10 

Age 
11-15 

Age 
16-18 

Age 
0-15 

Age 
0-18 

Number of  
Households 

Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 1020 820 405 150 2245 2395 1205 

Middleton Park 835 770 500 160 2110 2265 1120 

Gipton and Harehills 755 765 510 230 2025 2260 1085 

Killingbeck and Seacroft 620 625 415 175 1655 1835 925 

Armley 650 555 340 140 1545 1685 855 

Beeston and Holbeck 540 440 305 130 1285 1415 740 

City and Hunslet 480 530 330 150 1345 1490 685 

Bramley and Stanningley 460 470 280 105 1205 1315 640 

Farnley and Wortley 420 400 245 115 1070 1180 600 

Chapel Allerton 315 380 300 125 995 1120 550 
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Health 

 
Health IMD ranking 
This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the health deprivation ranking of LSOAs in this 
area. The ranking takes into account the prevalence of premature death, the impairment of quality of life through 
poor physical or mental health as well as morbidity and disability. 
 

Health IMD rank -% of 
LSOAs in each band 

(DCLG 2015) 

Beeston Leeds  

1 – most deprived 86% 21% 

2 14% 16% 

3 0% 10% 

4 0% 11% 

5 0% 12% 

6 0% 11% 

7 0% 9% 

8 0% 8% 

9 0% 3% 

10 – least deprived 0% 1% 

Total  7 482 

 
 
Life expectancy (MSOA) 
This section uses data from the ONS to provide information on average life expectancy. It can be used to 
understand the presence of environmental and structural factors that hinder quality and length of life. 

Average life expectancy (ONS2009-2013) Beeston Leeds Wetherby 

Male  73.2 78.1 83.2 

Female 78.8 82.0 85.6 

 
 
Health issues recorded by GPs (MSOA) 
This section uses data from Public Health to provide information on the prevalence of health issues as recorded 
by GPs. It can be used to understand the prevalence of specific health issues and target prevention work. 

GP recorded health issues-dsr per 100,000 (Public Health 2018) Beeston Leeds 

Asthma 7900 10390 

CHD 4821 3854 

Common mental health 20536 21801 

COPD 5219 2604 
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Drug & Substance Misuse   
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and 
Sept 2017 the table below shows the number of reports of drug and substance misuse reported to the council. 
The table below contains the top 10 wards in Leeds.  
 

Ward Case Count 

Armley 26 

Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 22 

City and Hunslet 22 

Beeston and Holbeck 21 

Killingbeck and Seacroft 17 

Middleton Park 17 

Farnley and Wortley 14 

Gipton and Harehills 11 

Kirkstall 11 

Kippax and Methley 10 

 
 
 
Child Obesity (Ward) 
This section shows the rates of children who are overweight or obese as provided by the National Child 
Measurement Programme (NCMP). The data shows children by ward of residence as a proportion of all children 
in the ward. The wards are ranked in descending order of deprivation. 
 

Hunslet & Riverside 

 
 
 
Beeston & Holbeck 
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Health Complaints 
This section uses data from the quarterly data collection of GP data from July 2018 t show the levels of common 
health complaints. GP data can only reflect those patients who visit their doctor. Certain groups within the 
population are known to present late, or not at all, therefore it is important to remember that GP data is not the 
whole of the picture. This data includes all Leeds GP registered patients who live within the wards. 
 

Beeston & Holbeck   

 
 

Hunslet & Riverside 
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Access to Services 
 

Education, skills and training IMD ranking 
This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the education, skills and training deprivation 
ranking of LSOAs in this area. The ranking takes into account the lack of attainment and skills in the local 
population. 
 

Education, skills & training 
IMD rank-% of LSOAs in 
each band (DCLG 2015) 

Beeston Leeds  

1 – most deprived 86% 20% 

2 14% 10% 

3 0% 8% 

4 0% 9% 

5 0% 6% 

6 0% 8% 

7 0% 8% 

8 0% 6% 

9 0% 12% 

10 – least deprived 0% 13% 

Total  7 482 

 
Attainment 
This section uses data from Leeds City Council Children’s Services to provide information on attainment levels. It 
can be used to highlight barriers to learning and achievement, future knowledge gaps and target interventions. 
 
 

Attainment  
(Leeds City Council  

16-17 academic year) 

Beeston Leeds  

KS4 – strong pass in 
English & Maths 

  25% 40% 

KS2 – expected standard   43% 56% 

EYFS – good level of 
development 

  51% 65% 

 
 

Persistent absences 
This section uses data from Leeds City Council Children’s Services to provide information on persistent absences. 
It could be used to highlight physical barriers to accessing schools, turbulent family lives or child health issues. 
 

Persistent Absence  
(16-17 academic year) 

Beeston Leeds  

Primary 11% 8% 

Secondary 19% 15% 

 
 

NEET 
This section uses data from Leeds City Council Children’s Services to provide information on young people not in 
education, employment or training. It could be used to highlight the presence of disengaged young people. 

 
 

0%
20%
40%
60%
80%

KS4 - strong pass in
Eng. and Maths

KS2 - expected
standard

EYFS - good level of
development

Attainment (Leeds City Council 16-17 academic 
year)

Beeston Leeds

0%

10%

20%

Primary Secondary

Persistent absences (16-17 academic year)

Beeston Leeds

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

Education, skills and training IMD rank - % of LSOAs in 
each band (DCLG 2015)

Beeston Leeds

Page 74



 Appendix 2 
 

Housing Conditions 
 
Property type 
This section uses Census 2011 data to provide a breakdown of households by property type. It can be used to 
identify particular property types such as densely populated terraced housing or multi occupancy housing. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tenure 
This section uses Census 2011 data to provide a breakdown of households by tenure. This is compared to Census 
2001 data to measure if there has been a change. It can be used to understand housing demand and gain an 
understanding of the social and private rented stock. 
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House prices 
This section uses ONS data to provide a median house price for properties sold. It can be used to understand 
value, quality and demand of the housing market. 
 

Median house price 
£ (ONS2017) 

Beeston  Leeds 

 

2007 83,568 158,544 

2008 85,107 159,832 

2009 70,300 143,409 

2010 83,250 149,972 

2011 73,339 147,807 

2012 77,650 146,300 

2013 70,958 147,122 

2014 66,357 151,730 

2015 67,079 161,565 

2016 72,500 170,838 

2017 76,979 179,014 

 
The chart below was produced using information taken from rightmove.co.uk covering the period from 2013 to 
2018, taking a selection of all property types sold in the respective area during that period.  
 

 
 
 

Rent Levels (Postcode & Ward) 
Using data from www.home.co.uk the table below shows rental price analysis for the LS9 area and 
summarises the advertised rents for homes to let, calculated daily from the rental properties found by the 
Home.co.uk property search engine. 

  

 

Average Property Rents Leeds LS11 

Overall £1,226 pcm £629 pcm 

One bedroom £614 pcm £560 pcm 

Two bedrooms £784 pcm £765 pcm 

Three bedrooms £1,011 pcm £700 pcm 
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Using data collected by arc4 for their 2017 report on the private rented market in Leeds the table below shows 
potential rental yields achievable in different wards. It assumes median rent levels and sales values, different 
property types and sizes will achieve higher yields. 
 

Rental yields 
Ward Median sales value 2016 Median Rent pcm 2016 Annual rental income Potential yields 

Adel & Wharfedale 270000 722 8664 3.2 

Beeston & Holbeck 89250 494 5928 6.6 

City & Hunslet 124500 724 8688 7.0 

Wetherby 273000 702 8424 3.1 

Leeds 158000 624 7488 4.7 

 
 
Disrepair& Evictions (Ward) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and 
Sept 2017 the table below shows the number requests to the council for help with disrepair in private rented 
properties and the number requests to the council for help with eviction notices served by private landlords. The 
table below contains the top 10 wards in Leeds. 
 

Disrepair in Private Rented Homes Notice Served by Private Landlord 
Ward No. Ward No. 

Gipton & Harehills 274 Gipton & Harehills 309 

City & Hunslet 204 City & Hunslet 284 

Beeston & Holbeck 166 Beeston & Holbeck 251 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 156 Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 206 

Armley 133 Armley 201 

Chapel Allerton 72 Chapel Allerton 138 

Hyde Park & Woodhouse 48 Middleton Park 127 

Middleton Park 48 Cross Gates & Whinmoor 92 

Farnley & Wortley 38 Bramley & Stanningley 88 

Bramley & Stanningley 35 Headingley 88 

 
 
Enforcement (Postcode) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils environmental data base (Uniform) logged between January 2015 
and December 2018 the table below shows the number of complaints received, inspections carried out, health 
and safety hazards identified and legal notices served by the Councils Private sector Housing team. 
 
 

Service Requests  
2015  

No. of Requests 
2016  

No. of Requests 
2017  

No. of Requests 
2018  

No. of Requests 
Total No. of 

Requests 
Total % of 

Column 

Beeston 156 174 154 155 639 7.0% 

Rest of Leeds 2506 2279 2180 2100 9065 93.0% 

Total 2662 2453 2334 2255 9704 100.0% 

 
 

Inspections 

  2015  
No. of Inspt 

2016  
No. of Inspt 

2017  
No. of Inspt 

2018  
No. of Inspt 

Total  
No. of Inspt 

Total % of 
Inspections 

Beeston 226 220 250 236 932 7.3% 

Rest of Leeds 3257 2468 2185 4780 12690 92.7% 

Total 3483 2688 2435 5016 13622 100% 
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Hazards Removed 

  2015 No. 
Properties 

2016 No. 
Properties 

2017 No. 
Properties 

2018 No. 
Properties 

Total No. 
Properties 

Total % 
Properties 

Beeston 31 41 17 19 108 8.9 

Rest of Leeds 301 325 207 381 1214 91.1 

Total 332 366 224 400 1322 100.00% 

 
 

Works Notices  
2015 Works 

Notices 
2016 Works 

Notices 
2017 Works 

Notices 
2018 Works 

Notices 
Total Works 

Notices 
Total % Works 

Notices 

Beeston 18 27 49 23 117 7.2% 

Rest of Leeds 326 397 346 445 1514 92.8 

Total 344 424 395 468 1631 100.0% 
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Environment 
 

Living Environment IMD ranking 
This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the living environment deprivation ranking of 
LSOAs in this area. The ranking takes into account the quality of the local environment, quality of housing and air 
quality and road traffic accidents. 
 

Living Environment IMD 
rank-% of LSOAs in each 

band (DCLG2015) 

Beeston Leeds  

1 – most deprived 57% 20% 

2 43% 15% 

3 0% 13% 

4 0% 18% 

5 0% 9% 

6 0% 10% 

7 0% 7% 

8 0% 6% 

9 0% 3% 

10 – least deprived 0% 0% 

Total  7 482 

 
 

 
Environmental issues recorded by Leeds City Council (LSOA & Ward) 
This section uses data from Leeds City Council to provide information on environmental cleanliness issues. It can 
be used to identify areas where there are cleanliness issues and target interventions. 
 

 
 
The table below shows the number of fly tipping reports and environmental requests, by ward, received by the 
Council between April 2014 and March 2017 to deal with issues such as dog fouling, graffiti, waste in gardens, , 
litter etc.   
 

Requests for Service 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 Average over 4 Years 

Beeston & Holbeck 1176 1653 1612 2021 1616 

Hunslet & Riverside 1798 2129 2326 3439 2423 

Leeds Ward Total 23522 24437 30716 37928 116603 

Leeds Ward Average 713 741 931 1149 884 
 

Reports of Fly tipping 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 Average over 4 Years 

Beeston & Holbeck 794 1111 948 1347 1050 

Hunslet & Riverside 1159 1511 1498 2339 1627 

Leeds Ward Total 13703 13698 17228 25341 17492 

Leeds Ward Average 415 415 522 768 530 
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Crime 
 

Crime IMD ranking 
This section uses data from the DCLG to provide a breakdown of the crime deprivation ranking of LSOAs in this 
area. The ranking takes into account the risk of personal and material victimisation at local level. 
 

Crime IMD rank-% of 
LSOAs in each band 

(DCLG2015) 

Beeston Leeds 

 

1 – most deprived 57% 21% 

2 14% 12% 

3 14% 12% 

4 14% 11% 

5 0% 10% 

6 0% 7% 

7 0% 8% 

8 0% 6% 

9 0% 7% 

10 – least deprived 0% 6% 

Total  7 482 

 
Overall crime rate 
This section uses data from the Police to provide information on the overall crime rate. It can be used to 
understand prevalence of crime in areas. 

    
Crime rate by crime type 
This section uses data from the Police to provide information on the crime rate by type. It can be used to 
understand prevalence of particular crime types in an area. 
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Crime Rates (Ward) 
Using information provided by West Yorkshire Police the table below shows the top ten District Neighbourhood 
Ward Areas for the highest volume of crime recorded between November 2017 and October 2018. The charts and 
graphs give figures for the electoral wards for year 2018. 
 

Neighbourhood Ward Area Volume of  Crime Occurrences Recorded 

Little London & Woodhouse Ward B 9716 

Gipton and Harehills 6288 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 5118 

Armley 4712 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 4709 

Hunslet & Riverside Ward A 4600 

Beeston & Holbeck Ward A 4576 

Middleton 4066 

Hunslet & Riverside Ward B 3574 

Chapel Allerton 3222 
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Hate Crime (Ward) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and 
Sept 2017 the table below shows the number of race related hate crimes reported to the Council. The table below 
contains the top 10 wards in Leeds. 
 

Ward No. 

Armley 60 

Gipton & Harehills 44 

City & Hunslet 42 

Middleton Park 38 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 33 

Beeston & Holbeck 28 

Temple Newsam 24 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 16 

Hyde Park & Woodhouse 15 

Bramley & Stanningley 15 

 
 
Noise Nuisance (Ward) 
Using data collected from Leeds City Councils customer contact data base (CRM) logged between April 2015 and 
Sept 2017 the table below shows the number of noise nuisance incidents reported to the Council. The table 
below contains the top 10 wards in Leeds. 
 

Ward No. 

Hyde Park & Woodhouse 1061 

Headingley 998 

Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 797 

Armley 773 

City & Hunslet 741 

Killingbeck & Seacroft 711 

Kirkstall 709 

Farnley & Wortley 608 

Beeston & Holbeck 603 

Gipton & Harehills 536 
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CONSULTATION ACTIVITY IN BEESTON 

 

Local publicity during the consultation period 

 

 

Photograph showing a roadside advert for the selective licensing consultation placed on a digital screen. 

This screen is on Meadow Road next to the M621 motorway in south Leeds.    
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Copy of the poster advertising the drop in events in Beeston and Harehills. In addition to displaying them in 

10 local businesses in the area, posters were also displayed in 6 public buildings (Hamara Healthy Living 

Centre; Hillside Centre; Vale Circles, Dewsbury Road Community Hub, John Charles Centre for Sport and the 

Support Hub @Holbeck)     
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Copy of the first leaflet distributed during the week commencing 20/08/18 to addresses within the proposed 

boundary and made available/displayed at four of the Council’s HUB buildings (Dewsbury Road Community 

Hub, The Compton Centre Community Hub, Support Hub @ Holbeck and the Merrion Centre) – page 1 

 

Page 87



Appendix 3 
 

 

Copy of the first leaflet distributed during the week commencing 20/08/18 to addresses within the proposed 

boundary and made available/displayed at four of the Council’s HUB buildings (Dewsbury Road Community 

Hub, The Compton Centre Community Hub, Support Hub @ Holbeck and the Merrion Centre) – page 2 
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Copy of the second leaflet distributed during the week commencing 01/10/18 to addresses within the 

proposed boundary and made available/displayed at four of the Council’s HUB buildings (Dewsbury Road 

Community Hub, The Compton Centre Community Hub, Support Hub @ Holbeck and the Merrion Centre) – 

page 1 
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Copy of the second leaflet distributed during the week commencing 01/10/18 to addresses within the 

proposed boundary and made available/displayed at four of the Council’s HUB buildings (Dewsbury Road 

Community Hub, The Compton Centre Community Hub, Support Hub @ Holbeck and the Merrion Centre) – 

page 2 
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Example of a map supplied by the distributor of the above leaflets showing the progress of the GPS tracked 

delivery in a part of Beeston   

            

 

 

Publicity display at Dewsbury Road Community Hub  
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Screenshot of article in South Leeds Life on 06.08.2018  

https://southleedslife.com/should-landlords-be-licensed-in-beeston/  
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Screenshot of article in South Leeds Life on 06.08.18 

https://southleedslife.com/should-landlords-be-licensed-in-beeston/  
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Screenshot of article in South Leeds Life on 13.09.18 

https://southleedslife.com/landlord-licensing-raising-standards-or-a-tenants-tax/ 
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Consultation with letting and managing agents in and near the area proposed for selective 

licensing in Beeston 

              

Copy of the letter posted to or left with letting and managing agents – page 1 
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Copy of the letter posted to or left with letting and managing agents – page 2 
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Name & address of agent contacted 

 
Method of Contact 

 
Date of Contact 

 

360 Properties, 328 Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 7DJ 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left.  

08.08.18 

CA Properties, 5 Burton Road, Leeds LS11 5EQ 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

08.08.18 

Complete Lets, 19 Burton Road, Leeds LS11 5EQ 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

08.08.18 

Whitegates, 386 Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 7JX 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

08.08.18 

Crystal Property Services, 277 Beeston Road, Leeds LS7 7HX 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

13.08.18 

Lota Properties, 260-262- Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 6JQ 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

13.08.18 

Manning Stainton, 293 Beeston Road, Leeds LS11 7HX 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left.  

13.08.18 

Silks Estates Leeds Ltd, 173 Hillside Building, Beeston Road, Leeds 
LS11 6AY 

Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

13.08.18 

Your Move, 246 Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 6JQ 
Officer visit. Letter & 
leaflet left. 

13.08.18 

Blackstone Estate Agents, 239 Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 5HZ 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

CITU Developments Ltd., Unit W2 Greenhouse, Beeston Road, 
Leeds LS11 6AD 

Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Dunbar’s, 1710 Bridgewater Place, Water Lane, Leeds LS11 5QT 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Falham Properties, 7 Fairfax Road, Beeston, Leeds LS11 8SY 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Family Estates Ltd, Unit 16 Metro House, 57 Pepper Road, Leeds 
LS10 2RU 

Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Freedays Property Services, 7 Hilton Place, Chapeltown, Leeds 
LS8 4HE 

Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Jane Wetherop Ltd. 145 Wellington Road, Leeds LS12 1DX 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Moorlands, 205 Chapeltown Road, Leeds LS7 3DX 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Priestley Lettings,  170 Elland Road, Leeds LS11 8BW 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

South Leeds Lets, 239 Dewsbury Road, Leeds LS11 5HZ 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 

Stallion Properties Ltd, 30 Recreation Street, Holbeck LS11 0AR 
Letter posted via 
Royal Mail 

15.08.18 
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Consultation drop in events held in Beeston 

 

 
Date of 
Event 

 

 
Venue 

 
Attendees 

 

Breakdown of Attendees 

Landlords Agents Residents 
Resident 

landlords/agents 

Other 
stakeholders/ 

not stated 

19/09/2018 
 

Hamara Healthy 
Living Centre, 

Tempest Road, 
Leeds LS11 6RD 

55 30 5 13 2 5 

27/09/2018 
 

Hillside Centre, 
Beeston Road, 

Leeds LS11 8ND 
15 7 1 4 0 3 

 
01/10/2018 

 

Vale Circles, 
12 Tunstall Road, 

Leeds LS11 5JF 
16 10 0 3 3 0 

 

This is the list of the main material made available at the consultation drop-in events;   

 Maps showing the proposed area for selective licensing in Beeston, see Appendices 1 and 5  

 Copies of the proposed licence conditions, see Appendix 18  

 Copies of the Council’s Frequently Asked Questions document, see 5  

 Copies of the Council’s Fire Safety Principles for Residential Accommodation, which is available on the 

Council’s website,  

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Fire%20safety%20principles%20for%20residential%20accommodation.

pdf  

 Copies of the Council’s Tenant Handbook Private Rented Housing,  which is available on the Council’s 

website,   https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Private%20Rented%20Tenants%20handbook.pdf 

 Copies of the Council’s document, How Could Selective Licensing Make a Difference? (available from 

27.09.18), see below 

 Blank copies of Feedback Forms for officers and attendees to complete, see below 

 Copies of The Leeds Rental Standard leaflet, Rewarding good landlords in Leeds, see below 
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Page 1 of Leeds City Council’s document made available at the consultation drop-in events, How Could 

Selective Licensing Make a Difference? (available from 27.09.18 at the drop-in events) 
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Page 2 of Leeds City Council’s document made available at the consultation drop-in events, How Could 

Selective Licensing Make a Difference? (available from 25.09.18 at the drop-in events) 
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Copy of the Feedback Form used at the drop-in events 

 

 

Copy of the Leeds Rental Standard leaflet, Rewarding good landlords in Leeds available at the drop-in events 
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Attendance at the Council’s Dewsbury Road One Stop Centre during the consultation period 

Officers from the Private Sector Housing service attended the building on the dates shown in the table 

below to promote the consultation to users of the Centre and help complete questionnaires with those 

wishing to have a say.  

 

 

 

 

Meetings/events attended by the project team in Beeston ahead of and during the consultation 

period 

Date of 
Meeting 

Nature of Meeting 

19.7.18 Information re format of consultation given to partners at Beeston Hill Priority 
Neighbourhoods Core Group Meeting 

18.08.18 Update given to LCC Localities Programme Manager & Localities Manager    

20.09.18 Beeston Hill Priority Neighbourhoods Core Group – update given re consultation. Partners 
to have their say and make their client groups aware of the consultation 

04.10.18 Attendance at the Garnets Fun Day   

09.10.18 Selective licensing presentation at Holbeck Landlords Forum   

11.10.18 Attendance at Beeston Hill Residents Meeting. Presentation on selective licensing  and 
information and advice provided to residents & landlords present  

 

 

Miscellaneous activity in Beeston ahead of and during the consultation period 

Date  Detail of Activity 

02.08.18 Copies of printed questionnaires (landlord/agent and community) and pre-paid envelopes 
delivered to Dewsbury Road One Stop Centre together with a pull up banner and copies of 
the map of the proposed area, the frequently asked questions and the 1st postcard 

05.09.18 Copies of the poster detailing the drop in events left for distribution with the Dewsbury 
Road Town Team 

10.09.18 Consultation details posted on Inner South Communities Team Facebook page & retweeted 
on Localities Manager account 

14.09.18 Copy of the poster detailing the drop in events left by the project team with 10 businesses 
and at 3 community buildings in the area;  
i.   Smart Wash Laundrette;  Tesco Express; Basia; SPAR and Amanda’s Hair Studio on         
     Dewsbury Road 
ii.  Vale Circles, Tunstall Road 
iii. Aldi; Jack Fulton and Grocers & Mini Mart on  Burton Road 
iv. Hillside, Beeston Road 
v. Hamara Centre; Mannys Fisheries and Decent Auto Spares on Tempest Road. 

 

 

 

Month Dates Attended 

September 2018 6, 12, 14, 20, 24 

October 2018 1, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 29, 31 
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Emails sent by the project team to partners in Beeston ahead of and during the consultation 

period 

Date of Email 
 

Partner Name 
 

 
Summary of Email 

 

30.07.18 Ward members  Confirming launch of consultation on 01.08.18 

 
30.07.18 

 
Housing Leeds  

Email sent to Area Managers and head of Housing 
Management for south Leeds confirming launch of 
consultation on 01.08.18 

 
30.07.18 

 
Housing Leeds 
 

Email sent to Local Housing Office Managers and team 
leaders confirming launch of consultation on 01.08.18 

30.07.18 
LCC Inner South Communities 
team 

Confirming launch of consultation on 01.08.18 

 
06.08.18 

LCC Inner South Communities 
team 

Request for consultation wording to be shared with 
partners and the community. Copies of FAQ's, 
questionnaires & maps attached. 

15.08.18 
LCC Inner South Communities 
team 

Email sent to partner’s mailing list advising of proposal 
& consultation. Request for them to encourage all to 
have a say. 

10.09.18 
LCC Inner South Communities 
team 

Email sent to partner’s mailing list advising of proposal 
& consultation and promoting upcoming drop in 
events. 

21.09.18 Touchstone Make clients & colleagues aware of consultation. 

 
21.09.18 

South Leeds Live at Home 
Scheme 

Advising of consultation.  

 
03.10.18 

Salvation Army Leeds West 
Hunslet 

Advising of proposal & consultation. Request for them 
to encourage all to have a say. 

 
04.10.18 

South Leeds childrens centres-
New Bewerley, City & Holbeck 
& Two Willows 

Advising of proposal & consultation. Encouragement to 
have a say.  

16.10.18 Engage Leeds 
Email to organiser of weekly housing drop-in session at 
Dewsbury Road One Stop Centre  

18.10.18 Health For All 
Advising of consultation and asking to share message, 
particularly with the elders in Beeston. Questionnaire 
for community and 2nd leaflet shared.  

22.10.18 Inner South Cluster Officer 

Advising of proposal & consultation. Artwork shared 
with a view to it, together with details of the 
consultation being forwarded to school heads for them 
to share the message with parents & carers  
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List of partners / organisations who received email alerts via LCC Inner South Communities team 

mailing list to promote the consultation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Partners/organisations contacted by the Inner 

South Communities Team 

LCC – School Clusters Connect for All 

LCC – Early Years Money Buddies   

Leeds City College St Luke’s Cares 

Hamara St Luke’s Church 

ASHA Leeds Federated Housing   

Health for All Unity Housing 

Touchstone - MAP PLUS  
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CITY WIDE CONSULTATION ACTIVITY 

 

Out of home advertising (OOH) 

Digital billboards were used as the main method of communicating the consultation outdoors.  Adverts 
were placed on two boards on main arterial commuter routes in the city (the A64 in east Leeds and on 
Meadow Road adjacent to the M621 motorway in the south) to signpost and raise awareness of the 
consultation.  The adverts ran day and night for 12 weeks of the 13 week consultation period.   
 
 

 
 

Photograph of the OOH board on A64 York Road at its junction with Harehills Lane in east Leeds. Based on 

industry standard insights, the advert received on average 476,138 impacts per fortnight 

 

 
 

Photograph of the OOH board on Meadow Road adjacent to the M621 motorway in south Leeds. Based on 

industry standard insights, the advert received on average, 344,924 impacts per fortnight 

 

Bus advertising 

During August and September 2018, consultation marketing was placed on the rear of 30 buses operated 
by First Bus, the largest bus operator in Leeds. 88.92% of the Leeds public potentially saw the adverts 2.505 
million times over 4 weeks.  
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Photographs showing the adverts placed on the rear of buses to promote the consultation  
 

Local media   

The Director of Resources & Housing, Neil Evans was interviewed on Radio Aire on 10 September 2018 to 

discuss the selective licensing proposal for the area. In addition, the Yorkshire Evening Post newspaper ran 

two articles on the selective licensing consultation. The first was published on 6 August 2018 and the 

second on 31 October 2018. Screenshots of both articles can be found below.   
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Screenshot of Yorkshire Evening Post article published on  06.08.2018 

https://www.yorkshireeveningpost.co.uk/news/plan-to-tackle-deprivation-in-leeds-rent-sector-1-9286898 
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Screenshot of Yorkshire Evening Post Article published on 31.10.18 

https://www.yorkshireeveningpost.co.uk/news/leeds-selective-licensing-scheme-for-beeston-and-

harehills-last-chance-to-have-your-say-1-9420857  

 

South Leeds Life, a news website and newspaper run by a not-for-profit social enterprise, published two 

articles on 6 August 2018 and 13 September 2018. Screenshots of both articles can be found on the 
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following pages.  They also promoted the local drop in events held during the consultation period. The 

following are links to the webpages that promoted the events –  

 https://southleedslife.com/event/landlord-licensing-consultation/  

https://southleedslife.com/event/landlord-licensing-consultation-2/  

https://southleedslife.com/event/landlord-licensing-consultation-3/  

 

 

 

 
 

 

Screenshot of article in South Leeds Life on 06.08.2018  

https://southleedslife.com/should-landlords-be-licensed-in-beeston/  
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Screenshot of article in South Leeds Life on 13.09.18 

https://southleedslife.com/landlord-licensing-raising-standards-or-a-tenants-tax/ 
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Email alerts  
 
The Private Sector Housing service sent two emails to over 3600 recipients during the consultation 
period to landlords, agents, organisations etc who had subscribed to receive news updates on 
housing matters. The emails were sent on 6 August 2018 and 7 September 2018 and can be seen 
below. In addition, a further email was sent on 6 August by the Leeds Neighbourhood Team to 
landlords and agents subscribed to their email alert system.       
 
 

From: Thorpe, David  
Sent: 06 August 2018 10:42 
Subject: LCC Private Rented Sector Housing Update - SELECTIVE LICENSING Consultation. 
 
Private rented sector news – 6th August 2018. 
 
URGENT – Selective licensing consultation 
 

The Council is considering the option of selective licensing for parts of Harehills and Beeston. The 
consultation runs from the 1st August until the 31st October 2018.  
 
All the information regarding the proposal, the issues facing the areas and how to have your say by 
completing the questionnaire, can be found at: www.leeds.gov.uk/selectivelicensing.  
 
During the three months we will send out further information regarding events and drop-ins which you are 
very welcome to attend. The Council will also be posting updates on both its Facebook and Twitter accounts 
which you may wish to follow to keep in touch with developments through the consultation. 
 
If you wish to contact the team please email selective.licensing@leeds.gov.uk or telephone 0113 
5351369 and we would be more than happy to discuss the matter with you. 
 
Mark Ireland 
Service Manager Private Sector Housing 
Knowsthorpe Gate 
Leeds City Council 
LS9 0NP 
0113 3786334 
E mail: mark.ireland@leeds.gov.uk 
Click for all private rented sector housing matters 
Click and  subscribe to our regular private sector housing update 

www.leeds.gov.uk/selectivelicensing  
Thanks for reading! 

 

Email sent on 06.08.18 to 3605 recipients subscribed to receive email updates from the Private Sector 
Housing service  
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From: Thorpe, David  
Sent: 07 September 2018 14:09 
Subject: LCC Private Rented Sector Housing Update - 7th September 2018 
 

Private rented sector news – 7th September 2018. 
 

Annual Landlords Conference  
Save the date for our FREE annual Landlords Conference – Wednesday 28th November 2018. Agenda to 
follow.  Email to book your place/trade stand PSH@leeds.gov.uk 

  
URGENT - landlords & agents are you ready for the extension of mandatory HMO licensing? 
From 1st October 2018 you will need to have made an application for all your one and two storey HMO 
properties.  Link  
 
New HMO licence holders – have you attended the mandatory training course? 
Licence conditions 8 & 9 require licence holders & agents to attend our Training course 
 

Selective licensing consultation – Drop in session dates. 
Have your say on our Harehills/Beeston proposals.  

 
 

Property managers/agents don’t get caught out!  
You’re strongly advised not to engage in any management arrangement with a landlord operating an 
unlicensed but licensable HMO. If you do, you will be committing an offence.  Check our list of live HMO 
licences and stay on the right side of the law.  

 
 

Boilers through ‘Better Homes Leeds’. 

 
 
Landlords Letting Scheme 
Want to find tenants? See how our scheme can help you.  

 
 

How to contact the Private Sector Housing Teams: 
Area Renewal/Empty Homes and Loans:  0113 3784702.   Landlord Letting Scheme: 0113 3784701. 
HMO Licensing:0113 3784698. Private Rented Sector (general complaints regarding disrepair):0113 3784699. 
Leeds Neighbourhood Approach (area-based proactive work in Holbeck):  0113 3785951. 
Property Redress Scheme: 0113 3786305.   Selective Licensing: 0113 5351369.                     
Click for all private rented sector housing matters 

 

Email sent on 07.09.18 to 3637 recipients subscribed to receive email updates from the Private Sector 
Housing service  
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Social media 

Facebook and Twitter were the main focus for the social media element of the consultation.    

Facebook - the corporate Facebook account was utilised, with 29,306 followers. Each post was boosted to 

maximise reach to followers. In September 2018 - during the middle of the consultation - the account was 

the busiest it has ever been.  Comments from followers, which can be found in Appendix 12 were promptly 

responded to by the Council’s Digital Access team and the Private Sector Housing service and were used to 

inform of themes for future posts. 

 

Highlights of the Facebook campaign: 

 Reach of selective licensing posts during the consultation period - 126,824 (where ‘reach’ is measured 

by how many times a post appears in a user’s newsfeed) 

 Reactions to posted content – 1196 (‘reactions’ such as ‘like’, ‘love’ and ‘angry’ measure interaction with 

posts) 

 Comments - 1191 (‘comments’ on a post, discussions/ debate and queries)  

 Clicks - 17,707 (clicks are measured by people clicking into a post to fully read it). 

 Shares (where a post was shared by a user to their own Facebook page) - 287 

These analytics were taken directly from the corporate Leeds City Council Facebook account. 

 

Twitter – the account managed by the Private Sector Housing service was utilised during the consultation 

period. Screen shots of Tweets and Retweets can be found below.  
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Screen shots of Tweets and Retweets 

 

Leeds City Council’s website 

A selective licensing page was built within the Private Rented Property webpages of the Council’s website, 

www.leeds.gov.uk  It contained information about the proposal for selecting licensing in the area together 

with a series of downloadable documents and access to the two consultation questionnaires.  Screenshots 

of the webpage together with copies of the questionnaires and downloadable documents are contained in 

Appendix 5.  
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A short URL (www.leeds.gov.uk/selectivelicensing) was placed on all marketing material, in the media and 

in social media posts to signpost stakeholders and residents, with ease, to the consultation. Promotional 

adverts were placed on the main landing page of the Council’s website during the consultation period to 

maximise engagement. 

Highlights of the web site campaign: 

 During the first 2 weeks of the consultation in August, the map showing the proposed area was the 4th 

most downloaded document on the entire Council website.   

 Total page views – 7,952 

 Total downloads – 1,761 

 The top 3 most downloaded documents during the consultation period:  

Maps - 808 

Street names - 283 

Frequently Asked Questions - 266 

 

Internal advertising to Leeds City Council employees 

A number of activities took place during the consultation period to make Council staff were aware of the 

proposal for selective licensing in the area –  

INSITE – Insite is an internal (staff) web portal with 11,500 users. Two adverts were placed on the portal for 

a 2 week period, each time raising awareness of the consultation to the users. 

Essentials – Essentials is a weekly staff news bulletin that is emailed to 11,500 recipients. On 8 August 

2018, a graphics interchange format (GIF) about the consultation was included. The GIF can be 

viewed on You Tube via the following link - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rnwiUIVRCyU 

   
Screenshot of the graphics interchange format from Essentials Leeds 

 

Housing Leeds Matters – Housing Leeds Matters is a Housing Leeds staff bulletin that is emailed weekly to 

1,786 recipients.  On 7 August 2018 the bulletin contained an article about the launch of the consultation.  

Email signatures - approximately 350 staff working in Housing Support (which includes Leeds Housing 

Options and the Private Sector Housing service) changed the signatures on their emails to carry the 

consultation branding and the short URL link to the selective licensing webpage. 
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Emails sent to city wide partners ahead of and during the consultation period   

Date of Email Partner 

01.08.18 Canopy Housing 

01.08.18 Gipsil 

01.08.18 LATCH 

03.08.18 Residential Landlord Association 

03.08.18 LCC Partnership Intelligence and Service Development 

06.08.18 Landlords/agents subscribed to receive updates from the Leeds Neighbourhood Team 

20.08.18 
PRS housing lead officers at surrounding West Yorkshire authorities (Wakefield, 
Calderdale, Kirklees & Bradford) 

22.08.18 Fabian Hamilton MP & Hilary Benn MP 

24.09.18 Citizens Advice Bureau 

25.09.18 Feel Good Factor 

03.10.18 MAP+ 

03.10.18 DWP 

16.10.18 Engage Leeds 

22.10.18 Learning Partnerships 
 

City Wide Meetings/Events Attended Ahead of and During the Consultation Period 

Date of 
Meeting/Event Nature of Meeting/Event 

11.07.18 Presentation to the Voice of Informed Tenants Across Leeds (VITAL) 

04.08.18 Promotion of the selective licensing consultation at Leeds Pride  

08.08.18 Attendance at team meeting at the Leeds Housing Options  

22.08.18 Meeting with the Residential Landlord Association 

05.09.18 Meeting with representatives from GIPSIL, Canopy Housing & LATCH  

12.09.18 Meeting with representatives from the Say No campaign group 

17.09.18 Attendance at LCC internal policy network meeting 

18.09.18 
Attendance at the Leeds Rental Standard Board Meeting. National Landlords 
Association, Residential Landlords Association & Unipol present 

21.09.18 Meeting with Leeds City Credit Union  

24.09.18 Meeting with Housing Support Team Leader, Leeds City Council.  

03.10.18 
Attendance at meeting with Cllr Anderson and representatives of the Say No 
campaign group 

10.10.18 Meeting with representatives from the Say No campaign group 

11.10.18 Attendance at the Strategic Housing Partnership Collaboration Workshop  

30.10.18 Attendance at the Refugee Family Fun Day at Woodsley Road Community Centre  
 

Miscellaneous Activities Undertaken 

Date of 
Activity 

Detail 

02.08.18 
Email signatures updated by PRS Housing staff to include the "have your say" icon and 
a link to the Selective Licensing page on the Council’s website 

10.09.18  Neil Evans interviewed on Radio Aire 

21.09.18 Paper questionnaires delivered to officers in the Housing Regulation team. 

10.09.18 Neil Evans interview – Radio Aire 

24.10.18 
Attendance at the Merrion Hub, Leeds city centre. Information and advice provided to 
the public and questionnaires completed. 
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26.10.18 
Attendance at the Merrion Hub, Leeds city centre. Information and advice provided to 
the public and questionnaires completed. 
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Appendix 5  

LEEDS CITY COUNCIL WEBSITE - SELECTIVE LICENSING PAGE 
 

As stated in Appendix 4, a selective licensing page was built within the Private Rented Property 

webpages of the Council’s website, www.leeds.gov.uk  The webpage contained information about 

the proposal for selecting licensing for the area together with a series of downloadable documents 

and access to the two consultation questionnaires.  Screenshots of the webpage together with 

copies of the questionnaires and downloadable documents can be found below.   

 

Screen shots of the selective licensing webpage 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/business/privately-rented-property/selective-licensing  
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Related documents 
  
The following are screenshots of the related documents referred to on the webpage.  

 

Beeston selective licensing street names –
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Beeston%20Selective%20Licensing%20street%20names.pdf  
 

            
 
Screenshots of pages 1 & 2 of the downloadable document titled Beeston Selective Licensing street  
names 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 121

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Beeston%20Selective%20Licensing%20street%20names.pdf


Appendix 5  

            
 
Screenshots of pages 3 & 4 of the downloadable document titled Beeston Selective Licensing street 
names 
 

 
Screenshots of page 5 of the downloadable document titled Beeston Selective Licensing street names 
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Harehills selective licensing street names – 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Harehills%20Selective%20Licensing%20street%20names.pdf  

 

                     
Screenshots of pages 1 & 2 of the downloadable document titled Harehills  Selective Licensing street 
names 

                          
Screenshots of pages 3 & 4 of the downloadable document titled Harehills Selective Licensing street 
names 
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Screenshots of pages 5 & 6 of the downloadable document titled Harehills Selective Licensing street 
names 

 
 
Selective licensing frequently asked questions -   
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Selective%20Licensing%20Frequently%20Asked%20Questions.pdf  
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Selective licensing draft conditions - please see Appendix 18 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Selective%20Licensing%20Draft%20Conditions.pdf  

 
 
Proposed selective licensing area map – please see the following page 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/proposed%20selective%20licensing%20area%20map.pdf  
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Screenshot of the map for Harehills contained within the selective licensing webpage  
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Screenshot of the map for Beeston contained within the selective licensing webpage  
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Consultation questionnaires 
 
The selective licensing page on the Council’s website contained two buttons for visitors to access the 
electronic questionnaires for residents/stakeholders and landlords and letting/managing agents. The 
questionnaires were identical in question content to the paper questionnaires used during the 
consultation, however, due to the way in which the electronic questionnaires had to be built – 

 the Privacy Notice on page 2 of the paper questionnaires had to feature as question 1 in the 
electronic versions of the questionnaires, and  

 the opportunity to keep in touch (page 7 of the paper questionnaires) featured as questions within 
the body of the electronic questionnaires.   

Copies of the paper questionnaires can be found below.  
 
Paper questionnaire for residents/stakeholders 
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Page 2 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders 
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Page 3 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders 
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Page 4 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders 
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Page 5 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders 
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Page 6 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders 
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Page 7 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders.  
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Page 8 of the paper questionnaire for residents and stakeholders. This page featured on the paper 
questionnaire only.  
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Paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
 

 
 
Page 1 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 2 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 142



Appendix 5  

 
 
Page 3 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 4 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 5 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 6 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 7 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents 
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Page 8 of the paper questionnaire for landlords and agents. This page featured on the paper 
questionnaire only.  
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RESULTS FROM THE CONSULTATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LANDLORDS AND AGENTS 

 
 

1. Please confirm...  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 

I confirm that I wish to submit the 
information entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I give my 
consent (permission) for this to be 
used as described in the privacy 
notice above. 

  
 

100.00% 200 

  
answered 200 

skipped 0 

 
 

2. Are you responding as:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 
A private landlord who owns and 
rents out a house in Leeds 

  
 

82.91% 165 

2 
A letting agent/managing agent 
operating in Leeds 

  
 

11.56% 23 

3 
A private landlord/letting 
agent/managing agent operating 
outside of Leeds 

  
 

3.52% 7 

4 
Other (please state in the space 
below): 

  
 

2.01% 4 

  
answered 199 

skipped 1 

See Appendix 7 for the free text comments submitted in relation to 4 above  
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3. If you are a private landlord, where do you live? (please tick one box only)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Beeston   
 

34.36% 56 

2 Harehills   
 

7.98% 13 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds   
 

42.33% 69 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

15.34% 25 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Beeston   
 

44.44% 8 

2 Harehills   
 

22.22% 4 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds   
 

33.33% 6 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Beeston   
 

28.57% 2 

2 Harehills   
 

14.29% 1 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds    0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

57.14% 4 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Beeston   
 

66.67% 2 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds    0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

33.33% 1 
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5. If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, please tell us how many 
properties you currently own or manage in Leeds?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0    0.00% 0 

2 1   
 

18.52% 30 

3 2 - 10   
 

57.41% 93 

4 11 - 50   
 

19.75% 32 

5 51 - 100   
 

3.70% 6 

6 More than 100   
 

0.62% 1 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0    0.00% 0 

2 1   
 

4.35% 1 

3 2 - 10   
 

30.43% 7 

4 11 - 50   
 

26.09% 6 

5 51 - 100   
 

4.35% 1 

6 More than 100   
 

34.78% 8 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0    0.00% 0 

2 1   
 

42.86% 3 

3 2 - 10   
 

28.57% 2 

4 11 - 50   
 

14.29% 1 

5 51 - 100    0.00% 0 

6 More than 100   
 

14.29% 1 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0    0.00% 0 

2 1   
 

50.00% 2 

3 2 - 10   
 

25.00% 1 

4 11 - 50    0.00% 0 

5 51 - 100   
 

25.00% 1 

6 More than 100    0.00% 0 
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6. If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, please tell us if you own 
or manage homes in the following parts of Leeds?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
100.0% 
(165) 

0.0% 
(0) 

165 

Harehills 
50.7% 
(68) 

49.3% 
(66) 

134 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
100.0% 

(23) 
0.0% 
(0) 

23 

Harehills 
77.3% 
(17) 

22.7% 
(5) 

22 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
100.0% 

(7) 
0.0% 
(0) 

7 

Harehills 
42.9% 

(3) 
57.1% 

(4) 
7 

Other 

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
100.0% 

(4) 
0.0% 
(0) 

4 

Harehills 
66.7% 

(2) 
33.3% 

(1) 
3 
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7. If you own or manage homes in Beeston, please tell us how long you have been a 
landlord or agent in Beeston:  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0 - 12 months   
 

5.52% 9 

2 1 - 2 years   
 

12.27% 20 

3 3 - 4 years   
 

25.15% 41 

4 5 - 9 years   
 

22.09% 36 

5 10 years plus   
 

34.97% 57 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0 - 12 months   
 

4.76% 1 

2 1 - 2 years   
 

4.76% 1 

3 3 - 4 years   
 

19.05% 4 

4 5 - 9 years   
 

19.05% 4 

5 10 years plus   
 

52.38% 11 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0 - 12 months    0.00% 0 

2 1 - 2 years   
 

14.29% 1 

3 3 - 4 years   
 

14.29% 1 

4 5 - 9 years   
 

57.14% 4 

5 10 years plus   
 

14.29% 1 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 0 - 12 months    0.00% 0 

2 1 - 2 years   
 

33.33% 1 

3 3 - 4 years   
 

33.33% 1 

4 5 - 9 years   
 

33.33% 1 

5 10 years plus    0.00% 0 
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9. If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, are you a member of 
any of the following (please tick all that apply)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 The Leeds Rental Standard   
 

31.15% 19 

2 
Residential Landlords 
Association (RLA) 

  
 

77.05% 47 

3 
National Landlords Association 
(NLA) 

  
 

16.39% 10 

4 Unipol   
 

8.20% 5 

5 
Other accreditation scheme 
(please specify in the space 
below): 

  
 

14.75% 9 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 The Leeds Rental Standard    0.00% 0 

2 
Residential Landlords Association 
(RLA) 

  
 

84.62% 11 

3 
National Landlords Association 
(NLA) 

  
 

15.38% 2 

4 Unipol    0.00% 0 

5 
Other accreditation scheme 
(please specify in the space 
below): 

  
 

7.69% 1 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 The Leeds Rental Standard    0.00% 0 

2 
Residential Landlords Association 
(RLA) 

  
 

75.00% 3 

3 
National Landlords Association 
(NLA) 

   0.00% 0 

4 Unipol    0.00% 0 

5 
Other accreditation scheme 
(please specify in the space 
below): 

  
 

25.00% 1 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 The Leeds Rental Standard    0.00% 0 

2 
Residential Landlords Association 
(RLA) 

   0.00% 0 

3 
National Landlords Association 
(NLA) 

  
 

50.00% 1 

4 Unipol    0.00% 0 

5 
Other accreditation scheme 
(please specify in the space 
below): 

  
 

100.00% 2 

See Appendix 7 for the free text comments submitted in relation to 5 above  
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10. If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, do you ask for 
references from prospective tenants?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

87.20% 143 

2 No   
 

12.80% 21 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

86.96% 20 

2 No   
 

13.04% 3 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

100.00% 7 

2 No    0.00% 0 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

50.00% 2 

2 No   
 

50.00% 2 

 

11. Looking beyond any properties that you may own or manage in Beeston and/or 
Harehills, which of the following do you feel are a big problem in the area proposed for 
Selective Licensing ? (In each column, please tick all that apply)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

Poor housing conditions 
59.5% 
(22) 

40.5% 
(15) 

37 

Empty homes 
68.3% 
(28) 

31.7% 
(13) 

41 

A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
60.0% 
(36) 

40.0% 
(24) 

60 

A high level of unemployment 
57.3% 
(55) 

42.7% 
(41) 

96 

Tenants not being able to pay the rent 
61.0% 
(72) 

39.0% 
(46) 

118 

Problems accessing services (GPs, schools etc) 
61.1% 
(22) 

38.9% 
(14) 

36 

Environmental issues, e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
66.3% 
(55) 

33.7% 
(28) 

83 

A high level of crime and ASB 
67.6% 
(50) 

32.4% 
(24) 

74 

A poor perception of private landlords 
63.4% 
(45) 

36.6% 
(26) 

71 
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11. Looking beyond any properties that you may own or manage in Beeston and/or 
Harehills, which of the following do you feel are a big problem in the area proposed for 
Selective Licensing ? (In each column, please tick all that apply)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

Don't know / no knowledge 
54.5% 
(24) 

45.5% 
(20) 

44 

 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

Poor housing conditions 
66.7% 

(2) 
33.3% 

(1) 
3 

Empty homes 
25.0% 

(1) 
75.0% 

(3) 
4 

A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
50.0% 

(4) 
50.0% 

(4) 
8 

A high level of unemployment 
60.0% 
(18) 

40.0% 
(12) 

30 

Tenants not being able to pay the rent 
54.8% 
(17) 

45.2% 
(14) 

31 

Problems accessing services (GPs, schools etc) 
50.0% 

(3) 
50.0% 

(3) 
6 

Environmental issues, e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
45.0% 

(9) 
55.0% 
(11) 

20 

A high level of crime and ASB 
46.2% 

(6) 
53.8% 

(7) 
13 

A poor perception of private landlords 
50.0% 

(7) 
50.0% 

(7) 
14 

Don't know / no knowledge 
50.0% 

(2) 
50.0% 

(2) 
4 

 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

Poor housing conditions 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

Empty homes 
0.0% 
(0) 

100.0% 
(1) 

1 

A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

A high level of unemployment 
60.0% 

(3) 
40.0% 

(2) 
5 

Tenants not being able to pay the rent 
57.1% 

(4) 
42.9% 

(3) 
7 

Problems accessing services (GPs, schools etc) 
0.0% 
(0) 

100.0% 
(1) 

1 

Environmental issues, e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
50.0% 

(2) 
50.0% 

(2) 
4 

A high level of crime and ASB 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 
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A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

A poor perception of private landlords 
66.7% 

(2) 
33.3% 

(1) 
3 

Don't know / no knowledge 
50.0% 

(2) 
50.0% 

(2) 
4 

 

Other 

  Beeston Harehills 
Response 

Total 

Poor housing conditions 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

Empty homes 
66.7% 

(2) 
33.3% 

(1) 
3 

A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

A high level of unemployment 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

Tenants not being able to pay the rent 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

Problems accessing services (GPs, schools etc) 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

Environmental issues, e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 

A high level of crime and ASB 
75.0% 

(3) 
25.0% 

(1) 
4 

A poor perception of private landlords 
66.7% 

(2) 
33.3% 

(1) 
3 

Don't know / no knowledge 
50.0% 

(1) 
50.0% 

(1) 
2 
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12. If you own or manage homes in Beeston and/or Harehills, have you encountered 
any of the following issues with your property in the last 12 months? (please tick all  
that apply)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Difficulty finding new tenants   
 

19.27% 21 

2 
Difficulty obtaining references for 
new tenants 

  
 

36.70% 40 

3 Tenants in rent arrears   
 

75.23% 82 

4 Problems evicting tenants   
 

47.71% 52 

5 
Problems in a neighbouring 
property affecting your 
property/your tenants 

  
 

27.52% 30 

6 
Your tenants causing anti-social 
behaviour 

  
 

12.84% 14 

7 
Your tenants not looking after 
your property, including external 
areas 

  
 

36.70% 40 

8 
Your tenants suffering from poor 
physical and/or mental health 

  
 

19.27% 21 

9 
Problems with waste, e.g. 
tenants not using the bins, fly 
tipping on your land 

  
 

26.61% 29 

 
 
 
 

12. If you own or manage homes in Beeston and/or Harehills, have you encountered 
any of the following issues with your property in the last 12 months? (please tick all 
that apply)  

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Difficulty finding new tenants   
 

9.52% 2 

2 
Difficulty obtaining references for 
new tenants 

  
 

28.57% 6 

3 Tenants in rent arrears   
 

85.71% 18 

4 Problems evicting tenants   
 

66.67% 14 

5 
Problems in a neighbouring 
property affecting your 
property/your tenants 

  
 

19.05% 4 

6 
Your tenants causing anti-social 
behaviour 

  
 

14.29% 3 

7 
Your tenants not looking after 
your property, including external 
areas 

  
 

33.33% 7 

8 
Your tenants suffering from poor 
physical and/or mental health 

  
 

28.57% 6 

9 
Problems with waste, e.g. 
tenants not using the bins, fly 
tipping on your land 

  
 

38.10% 8 
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12. If you own or manage homes in Beeston and/or Harehills, have you encountered 
any of the following issues with your property in the last 12 months? (please tick all 
that apply)  
 
A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Difficulty finding new tenants   
 

16.67% 1 

2 
Difficulty obtaining references for 
new tenants 

  
 

16.67% 1 

3 Tenants in rent arrears   
 

66.67% 4 

4 Problems evicting tenants   
 

33.33% 2 

5 
Problems in a neighbouring 
property affecting your 
property/your tenants 

  
 

33.33% 2 

6 
Your tenants causing anti-social 
behaviour 

  
 

33.33% 2 

7 
Your tenants not looking after 
your property, including external 
areas 

  
 

16.67% 1 

8 
Your tenants suffering from poor 
physical and/or mental health 

   0.00% 0 

9 
Problems with waste, e.g. 
tenants not using the bins, fly 
tipping on your land 

  
 

33.33% 2 

 
 

12. If you own or manage homes in Beeston and/or Harehills, have you encountered 
any of the following issues with your property in the last 12 months? (please tick all 
that apply)  
 
Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Difficulty finding new tenants    0.00% 0 

2 
Difficulty obtaining references for 
new tenants 

   0.00% 0 

3 Tenants in rent arrears   
 

100.00% 1 

4 Problems evicting tenants    0.00% 0 

5 
Problems in a neighbouring 
property affecting your 
property/your tenants 

  
 

100.00% 1 

6 
Your tenants causing anti-social 
behaviour 

  
 

100.00% 1 

7 
Your tenants not looking after your 
property, including external areas 

  
 

100.00% 1 

8 
Your tenants suffering from poor 
physical and/or mental health 

  
 

100.00% 1 

9 
Problems with waste, e.g. tenants 
not using the bins, fly tipping on 
your land 

   0.00% 0 
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13. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for Selective Licensing?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
6.1% 
(10) 

93.3% 
(154) 

0.6% 
(1) 

165 

Harehills 
8.3% 
(13) 

79.6% 
(125) 

12.1% 
(19) 

157 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
0.0% 
(0) 

100.0% 
(23) 

0.0% 
(0) 

23 

Harehills 
0.0% 
(0) 

90.9% 
(20) 

9.1% 
(2) 

22 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
0.0% 
(0) 

100.0% 
(7) 

0.0% 
(0) 

7 

Harehills 
0.0% 
(0) 

85.7% 
(6) 

14.3% 
(1) 

7 

Other 

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
50.0% 

(2) 
50.0% 

(2) 
0.0% 
(0) 

4 

Harehills 
50.0% 

(2) 
25.0% 

(1) 
25.0% 

(1) 
4 
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14. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the effect Selective 
Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Response 
Total 

Selective Licensing will help 
improve the environment in 
Beeston and Harehills 

3.0% 
(5) 

1.8% 
(3) 

5.5% 
(9) 

17.1% 
(28) 

72.6% 
(119) 

164 

Selective Licensing will help 
reduce antisocial behaviour in 
Beeston and Harehills 

2.5% 
(4) 

0.0% 
(0) 

3.7% 
(6) 

14.1% 
(23) 

79.8% 
(130) 

163 

Selective Licensing will 
improve the quality of 
accommodation for tenants in 
Beeston and Harehills 

2.4% 
(4) 

4.3% 
(7) 

11.0% 
(18) 

17.1% 
(28) 

65.2% 
(107) 

164 

Selective Licensing will allow 
the Council to tackle poor 
landlords operating in Beeston 
and Harehills 

3.7% 
(6) 

9.3% 
(15) 

13.6% 
(22) 

8.6% 
(14) 

64.8% 
(105) 

162 

Selective Licensing will help 
good landlords operating in 
Beeston and Harehills 

2.4% 
(4) 

2.4% 
(4) 

5.5% 
(9) 

12.2% 
(20) 

77.4% 
(127) 

164 

 

14. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the effect Selective 
Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Response 
Total 

Selective Licensing will help 
improve the environment in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

4.3% 
(1) 

21.7% 
(5) 

73.9% 
(17) 

23 

Selective Licensing will help 
reduce antisocial behaviour in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

8.7% 
(2) 

8.7% 
(2) 

82.6% 
(19) 

23 

Selective Licensing will 
improve the quality of 
accommodation for tenants in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

8.7% 
(2) 

26.1% 
(6) 

17.4% 
(4) 

47.8% 
(11) 

23 

Selective Licensing will allow 
the Council to tackle poor 
landlords operating in Beeston 
and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

4.3% 
(1) 

30.4% 
(7) 

8.7% 
(2) 

56.5% 
(13) 

23 

Selective Licensing will help 
good landlords operating in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

26.1% 
(6) 

4.3% 
(1) 

69.6% 
(16) 

23 
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14. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the effect Selective 
Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  
 
A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Response 
Total 

Selective Licensing will help 
improve the environment in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

28.6% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 

71.4% 
(5) 

7 

Selective Licensing will help 
reduce antisocial behaviour in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

14.3% 
(1) 

28.6% 
(2) 

57.1% 
(4) 

7 

Selective Licensing will 
improve the quality of 
accommodation for tenants in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

14.3% 
(1) 

14.3% 
(1) 

14.3% 
(1) 

57.1% 
(4) 

7 

Selective Licensing will allow 
the Council to tackle poor 
landlords operating in Beeston 
and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

14.3% 
(1) 

14.3% 
(1) 

71.4% 
(5) 

7 

Selective Licensing will help 
good landlords operating in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

14.3% 
(1) 

0.0% 
(0) 

28.6% 
(2) 

57.1% 
(4) 

7 

 

14. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the effect Selective 
Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  
 
Other 

  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Response 
Total 

Selective Licensing will help 
improve the environment in 
Beeston and Harehills 

25.0% 
(1) 

25.0% 
(1) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

4 

Selective Licensing will help 
reduce antisocial behaviour in 
Beeston and Harehills 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

4 

Selective Licensing will 
improve the quality of 
accommodation for tenants in 
Beeston and Harehills 

50.0% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

4 

Selective Licensing will allow 
the Council to tackle poor 
landlords operating in Beeston 
and Harehills 

50.0% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

4 

Selective Licensing will help 
good landlords operating in 
Beeston and Harehills 

50.0% 
(2) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

50.0% 
(2) 

4 

Free text comments submitted are contained in Appendix 7 
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15. To what extent do you agree with the proposed fee structure for Selective Licensing of 
£825 per property, with a discount of £150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

3.05% 5 

2 Agree   
 

0.61% 1 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree   
 

2.44% 4 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

93.90% 154 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree   
 

9.09% 2 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

90.91% 20 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree   
 

14.29% 1 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

85.71% 6 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

33.33% 1 

4 Disagree    0.00% 0 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

66.67% 2 

Free text comments submitted are contained in Appendix 7 
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16. To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions for Selective Licensing 
in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

4.27% 7 

2 Agree   
 

1.83% 3 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

5.49% 9 

4 Disagree   
 

5.49% 9 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

82.93% 136 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

4.55% 1 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

4.55% 1 

4 Disagree   
 

22.73% 5 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

68.18% 15 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree   
 

14.29% 1 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

85.71% 6 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

25.00% 1 

2 Agree   
 

25.00% 1 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree    0.00% 0 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

50.00% 2 

Free text comments submitted are contained in Appendix 7 
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17. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce 
Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

1.83% 3 

2 Agree   
 

3.05% 5 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

1.22% 2 

4 Disagree   
 

3.66% 6 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

90.24% 148 

A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree   
 

9.09% 2 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

90.91% 20 

A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree    0.00% 0 

2 Agree    0.00% 0 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree    0.00% 0 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

100.00% 7 

Other 

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

25.00% 1 

2 Agree   
 

25.00% 1 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree    0.00% 0 

4 Disagree    0.00% 0 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

50.00% 2 

Free text comments submitted are contained in Appendix 7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 165



Appendix 6 
 

18. Is there anything else you would like to say?If so please use the space below.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

  100.00% 113 

  
answered 113 

skipped 87 

Free text comments submitted are contained in Appendix 7 
 

19. Do You Want to Receive An Update About the Selective Licensing Consultation? 
The Service is offering individuals the opportunity to subscribe to a list to receive the 
results of this consultation by either email or by post. It is made clear that there is no 
obligation to participate and the Service asks for consent to use either email or postal 
addresses exclusively for this purpose. Individuals that do not consent will not miss 
out on this service or the exercise of any right, so they are able to give or refuse their 
consent freely. Please tick the following box only if you would like to receive a one off 
summary of the responses received to this questionnaire.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 
I wish to receive a one off summary 
of the responses received to this 
questionnaire by email 

  
 

56.91% 103 

2 
I wish to receive a one off summary 
of the responses received to this 
questionnaire by post 

  
 

4.97% 9 

3 
I DO NOT wish to receive a 
summary of the responses 
received to this questionnaire 

  
 

38.12% 69 

  
answered 181 

skipped 19 
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FREE TEXT COMMENTS EXTRACTED FROM COMPLETED LANDLORD  
AND AGENT QUESTIONNAIRES 

 

1. Please confirm...  

  
Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 

I confirm that I wish to submit the information 
entered into this form to Leeds City Council. I give my 
consent (permission) for this to be used as described 
in the privacy notice above. 

  
 

100.00% 199 

  
answered 199 

skipped 0 

 

2. Free text comments submitted in response to the question, Are you responding as:  

Other (please state in the space below): (4) 

1 A private landlord who rents a studio flat in Beeston Road, Leeds 

2 Private landlord renting out spare room in my flat 

3 A Tenant providing accommodation to destitute female Asylum Seekers, under a Licence to occupy at Will, 
charging no rent and providing financial assistance to residents whilst residing in the properties - one in 
Holbeck/Beston the other in Harehills.   Do we come under the proposed new regulations? 

4 Community Housing Provider with supported housing properties in the area 
 

 

9. Free text comments submitted in response to the question, If you are a private landlord, letting agent or 
managing agent, are you a member of any of the following (please tick all that apply)  

Other accreditation scheme (please specify in the space below): (13) 

1 Accredited member of NLA 

2 Prs 

3 TPO 

4 I use an agent 

5 Private Sector Lettings Scheme  

6 no 

7 
 

8 RLAAS 

9 NHF Member 

10 Leeds Property Association, Property Redress Scheme, Information commissioners office, waste carries 
license, Accreditation Approved Letting Agents 

11 PRS 

12 Leeds Property Association, Property Redress Scheme, Information commissioners office, waste carries 
license, Accreditation Approved Letting Agents 

13 
 

 

 

14. Free text comments submitted in response to the statements seeking to gauge opinion as to the effect 
Selective Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  

Please provide comments to explain your response (153) 
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14. Free text comments submitted in response to the statements seeking to gauge opinion as to the effect 
Selective Licensing may have on the issues listed (please tick one box per row)  

1 we lived in Beeston for 10 years before moving out for a better and safer quality of life for our daughter. 
beeston is a fantastic location for the city centre but too many landlords do not take any responsibility 
for their properties. we are responsible landlords, have the relevant insurance and ensure our tenants 
respect the house and area. 

2 Completely disagree with selective licensing proposal. Why only choose Beeston and Harehills and not 
Hyde Park with a huge student population. Use existing HMO licensing powers to deal with issues. 

3 I feel that this is just another tax, lcc is already checking rental property's and forcing landlord's to carry 
out repairs, this new tax will push up rents and create more problems with rent arrears. 

4 This will impact on having to raise rents The price of the licensing is far too high I feel it will not make 
any difference to the areas It will put unnecessary burden on landlords and tenants 

5 We provide good quality accommodation for benefits claimants (usually though not exclusively those 
who are on LHA /Universal Credit). Some of the tenants are excellent, others have problems which can 
often mean significant repairs or rents not being paid. We swallow these problems and pay to have 
repairs/maintenance/cleaning done in any event for the next tenant. We have recently put new 
bathrooms, kitchens and flooring into some of our properties. To have an ADDITIONAL cost which in no 
way would benefit us or the tenants would simply mean we have to recoup that loss somewhere else 
means potentially less frequent maintenance or reducing the number of LHA/UC tenants to mitigate 
rent arrears (or complete non payment - as one of our tenants is currently doing). There is no doubt in 
my mind that this is simply a cash cow for the Council. I would be delighted to talk in detail about this 
further and about the challenges that both Landlords who are trying to provide a good service, and 
tenants face. 

6 Selective licensing is proving to be a sledgehammer to crack a nut, just look a the mess in Nottingham. 
The problem is not the landlords, although there are some bad one, we all know that. The problem is 
the tenants and the courts, and the help that bad tenants get from LHA and CBA and the lack of support 
landlords get with the legal process.   For me, combined with all the other attacks on Landlords, 
selective licensing will mean me selling up, simply because it is one more cost that I cannot afford. What 
you are doing is taking £825.00+ from each and every landlord and giving them nothing in return, it's a 
tax, a way of raising revenue, it's that simple and everyone knows it. 

7 1) Charging landlords to improve environment is wrong. The council should be providing waste removal 
and investment  
    in the environment in line with statutory duty.  2) Low economic status tenants (who are the main 
cause of ASB) need to live somewhere. You don't change the quality of tenants by implementing 
selective licensing. 3) Landlord at being hit on several fronts at the moment - section 24 tax, wear & tear 
allowance & additional stamp duty. By implementing selective licensing you will force many good 
landlords to sell. This will drive down prices and investment in the area from private landlords. The 
property stock is Victorian and very expensive to maintain without the additional costs & burdens of 
selective licensing.  4) Surely the council should be tackling bad landlords anyway. I'm regularly 
disgusted by the quality of accommodation some landlords provide with impunity from the local 
authority. I follow HHSRS standard in all my properties (which is expensive) and to my knowledge I've 
never once had a property randomly inspected. I bet 99% of private landlords are not even aware of the 
standard they should be bringing a house up to before letting. In particular, 2 bed back to back terraces 
are a nightmare! 5) How will selective licensing help good landlords? Good landlords are already 
compliant and offering a good service despite very dangerous threats to the market (tax & regulation) 

8 I don't see any benefits to selective licensing. it is just a way for the council to raise lots of money from 
landlords. 

9 Every Landlord should be licences and all properties inspected prior to occupation. Tenants needs to be 
made aware of there obligations and responsibility. 

10 Selective licencing is not the way forward. LCC should provide enough resources to ensure that they 
meet with their statutory obligations to support tenants/landlords and take action against those 
landlords and tenants that do not meet with their statutory and tenancy obligations. Why should you 
ask good landlords ,that keep their properties in good condition, abide by the law and and look after 
their tenants to subsidise a service they will never get any benefit from ? The only way i would support 
this proposal is if there was an incentive for a FULL refund if a landlord, their property and the tenant 
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fully met with their legal obligations or the so called Leeds rental standards. What i can comprehensively 
say that i will support any joint action (financially and otherwise) taken against the council by local 
landlords taking legal action to challenge this proposal. 

11 Licensing the area may make some landlords improve their homes but most likely the bad eggs will 
either sell the houses, which will sit empty which will in effect attract anti social behaviour or simply 
board them up, which will bring the area down Licensing was brought in the Cross Green but now is not 
licensed, the area was as bad before, during and after the licensing was in tow 

12 Anti social behaviour and fly tipping are the remit of the council and police. Shifting responsibility to 
landlords will not resolve issue. Only action landlord can take is a lengthy eviction; which often results in 
wrecking of landlords property. At which point council intervenes on the side of tenant; only 
exacerbating the issue. 

13 Landlords are required to meet Leeds Homes Standard. Licensing just formalises and charges for this.  
Landlords cannot socially control their tenants and their interactions within the community. Indeed 
tenants have a right to non interference from landlords in their daily lives. 

14 Landlord perception is built on relationship with tenant; not via threat of eviction. 

15 Scheme not necessary and only increase workload. 

16 Will have little impact on social issues 

17 I am absolutely shocked to find out this is even being considered..can you please look into not 
implementing this at all..as this will cause major havoc..if that's the case and it does go ahead..be 
prepared to receive hundreds of notices given to tenants..and then we're would you take all them???jus 
have a think about it. 

18 Seems like an ill thought out scheme that imposes too much regulation on landlords, who only recently 
carried out hhsrs improvements. 

19 Seems to take funds/time away from property owners that could otherwise be invested in the property 

20 The statements under question 14 are pointless as there will be continuous anti-social behaviour until 
courts and councils actually support decent landlords trying to evict problematic tenants. There is very 
little evidence that any Selective Licencing scheme have really worked. 

21 It is more the tenants that's the problem in these areas.. NOT the landlords 

22 Selective licensing does not tackle the above problems 

23 I have selective licensing in other parts of the country. It has made NO DIFFERENCE. It is clearly a way of 
councils to collect additional monies. It also meant we had to increase the rent to cover additional costs. 
My tenants also resented the interference it caused with visits from council officials questioning how 
they lived. In some cases they had lived in the property for 10 yrs previously. 

24 LCC already have all powers necessary to visit, inspect and monitor any property in the area. 

25 the problem certainly in harehills is the influx of shall we say poorer clients who have no respect for law 
, property or it is becoming increasingly obvious life, I try to avid them as tenants but to be made 
responsible for their actions is ludicrous that will just mean they have no comebacks whatever they do 
as they say I am not my brothers keeper, on the one hand we cannot do anything in a tenants (our own) 
house without their say so and on the other we are responsible for anything they do . make sense to you 
??? also when we do have a tenant we want to evict the council I.E. you have specific departments to 
help them stay in the house as long as possible so what will you do fine us for not evicting them on time 
? there are problems in the areas but the problem is not the landlords ,its a problem you have caused 
why are you now penalising us to try and sort it out ,I am already thinking about selling all the properties 
in the area this is not designed to do anything but shift responsibility from the council and the tenants ( 
who it would appear you cannot police) onto landlords who are an easy target because we are law 
abiding. tenants will no longer feel they have any responsibilities and will feel they can do as they wish 
with no comebacks as you will penalise us not them , does any of this seem rational to you.  you don't 
give us anything to do what you SAY you want , even faster eviction proceedings and help from the 
council instead of hinderence would make it seem like you were trying 
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26 Council has powers of enforcement and prosecution to deal with rogue landlords. Landlords cannot 
always police their tenants. 

27 I own a lovely 29sq metre modern studio flat which I bought in Leeds for my son who went to the Leeds 
College of Music He graduated and I now rent it. I am charged high maintenance and ground rent, 
subletting fees and have to maintain all the white goods and furniture. The rent isn't high £485 pcm 
includes wifi and the gym. As the expenses are high, I manage it myself. I have done the NLA Course to 
become an accredited member and keep up to date with all the regulations. I do a good job despite the 
distance from my home. If I had to pay £825 for a licence it would make the studio flat totally 
unprofitable and unsellable. How can Leeds Council justify charging this is extortionable amount. It will 
provide no benefit to my tenant whatsoever. The Council need to follow up and fine poor landlords not 
put good ones out of business. 

28 Licensing will only drive up rents and make more property unavailable to people. 

29 Licensing only applies to Private Landlords. Ignores fact that social tenants on little or no income cause 
the majority of crime/antisocial behaviour in area. No evidence showing this is a private sector problem. 
In fact social tenants are more likely to be on little/no income, suffer from sunstance abuse and have 
homes exempt from HHSRS with standards far lower than Private Sector Housing.   

30 Selective licensing will only achieve a rent increase to cover the cost. I have not increased the rent on 
my house in Beeston since the current tenant moved in in 2012. I would not have any plans to increase 
the rent otherwise. It is the tenant who will pay for this tax raise. Totally unfair on a tenant who causes 
no problem whatsoever in the Area. Try using your extensive existing powers to fine bad landlords 
directly. 

31 Any additional costs would impact already diminishing returns and would certainly lead to a reduction in 
available housing for housing benefit tenants. 

32 Most anti social behaviour stems from mass immigration in to area, and the "sex" tourism of workers 
and customers going to nearby holbeck. Alot of workers (in YOUR prostitute zone) live in Beeston. 
Maybe council should take responsibility for their dumping in south Leeds. 

33 A. Antisocial behaviour is fuelled by drink. Landlords cannot control this. 
B. Restrictions at waste sites and complicated charging structure have led people to dump rubbish in 
side streets all over Leeds. Poorer areas just have less in way of cctv. 

34 I’m baffled by why you think charging landlords more money will help. Effectively that’s £850 less they’ll 
be spending on maintenance costs and property upkeep. We can’t magic money out of our backsides to 
fix things, a lot of us are only just keeping afloat as it is.  My house in Beeston is lovely after I refurbished 
it, but now I won’t even be looking to buy anymore houses in Beeston with this threat of licensing.  Well 
done LCC, you’ve just singlehandedly destroyed your chances of getting more housing rental stock 
available in these areas.  Not the greatest way to help the housing shortage.  Stupid idea. Punish those 
bad landlords who are renting out poor accommodation - not a blanket punishment on all of us, most 
who are genuinely trying to do a good job. 

35 Selective licence is a money making scheme. If this is introduced i feel this should not be targeting 
certain areas this needs to be for thewhole of Leeds and not certain areas as there is landlords and 
housing in poor condition theoughout. So i think it is a waste of time. Leeds city council should take time 
to update and ensure their own properties meet the minimum spec before they preach and enforce on 
small landlords. I know many tenants who are in properties provided by the Leeds City Council that do 
not meet any fire regulation, no fire doors, no interlinked smoke alarms etc... i made a specific tenant 
call the council and ask him for them to come and carry out a health and safety assessment and that 
property does not have interlinked fire alarms at the propery. The response he recieved was im sorry 
there has been government cuts and the council cannot afford to do these works anymore. This is 
appaling to hear especially as a small landlord we are dealt with like this and threatened with 
enforcement action instantly. We are feeling the squeeze as it is and barely surviving. When a tenant 
moves out and a new one moves in acouple of days later we have council tax breathing down our backs 
and if it is overlooked there will be a £70-90 court summons to pay on top! The 6 month empty home 
grace period should be brought back. Any landlord that wants to buy a second home is hit with a 3-5% 
stamp duty. Furthermore we are no longer able to deduct the interest from our mortgages. The interest 
rates are going up gradually which is yet another expense. What does not help the matter is when a 
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leeds housing benefit claimant has his claim cancelled by the council. the tenant has no means to pay 
the rent as Job Seekers barely is enough for them to eat and the council refuse to pay, the housing 
options department advise the tenants to not to worry and that the landlord cant do anything for 2 
months and has to serve notices and even then he cant remove you so potentially the tenant can live in 
the property for upto 12/18 month rent free! Landlords have bills, mortgages insurance and the rest. So 
targeting landlord in the areas where there is more tenants signing for housing benefit is completely out 
of order and not acceptable. If this is what you propose us landlords will want guarantee once the 
properties have the licence that you treat us like a housing association and guarantee aswell as pay rent 
direct to us. The selective licence will not make any difference, rather than charging landlords it is more 
welcome that you work with landlords and ensure the peoprties are upto standards if they are not 
already. Offer them help if the landlord is struggling to cover costs. Most landlords are surviving and the 
rent covers the mortgage and so do not have disposable income and in some cases the total works can 
cost upto £2000. So yes there may be some properties which are below standards but that is the same 
in any area of Leeds. Bad propeties are the result of the landlord attitude not the area the properties are 
in. There is anti social behaviour in every area of Leeds and i feel the questions you put in the 
questionnaire are biased, they do not give a choice for the applicant. They sinply ask for example anti 
social behaviour is a problem click on one of the two below with the 2 options Beeston and Harehills. 
There should be a box i do not think there is any anti social problems in my area or any other are. So i 
would like you to consider the points raised here and i have asked other landlords to reject this as it will 
have a negative effect as more properties will be put up for sale as landlords have had enough, its 
coming to a point it is costing you to be a landlord. If the many properties are up for sale this will result 
in the prices coming down and the landlord will put sny tenants in the whole rigmerole starts all over. So 
leave everything as it is. Many thanks 

36 This is just another money making scheme from the council. I am very sure no action will be taken when 
it comes to anti social behaviour, as it hasn’t worked in the past! I would suggest you use your budgets 
wisely elsewhere and there then may be a pot left over for improving these areas. I would support 
selective licensing if, of course, there is no charge to the landlord! 

37 The selective lincensing will destroy landlords it will make them bankrupt or end up putting the rent up 
for the tenants so there is no use for this at all completely unfair we as landlords are already suffering 
due to the council paying the tenants the rent direct and the tenants in constant arrears but if this 
licence get the go shesd it will really effect the rentsl market in Beeston area 

38 This is purely a revenue generating scheme for the Council, for which the council gave neglected the 
areas for years. Now the areas are run down and need money, it’s aiming at landlords again to line the 
pockets of the council. If the landlords house is well maintained, then there are no real issues. If the 
Council really want to benefit the tenants, there should be no fees involved. 

39 Too much to state 

40 There is no evidence showing PRS housing has impacts on anti social behaviour or environmental issues.  
A growing migrant population has been catered for by the PRS. Though cultural norms and adjustemts 
plus employment are more likely to impact in these areas; rather than tenure. 

41 Licensing not take account of change in circumstances for landlords. Too ec pensive. Bad for tenant 

42 I agree with selective licensing in principle but it should be graded to reward good landlords and 
penalise poor landlords. A blanket coat will penalise good landlords along with the bad and may result in 
hardship and also less money spent on the properties reducing standards not raising them. 

43 How is this going to help the two poor areas. Landlords are not making millions merely paying 
mortgages and now you want to add to the misery. Please leave us alone and concentrate more on 
waste collections and teenage problems in the areas. 

44 This is a racist decision to remove romainian peoples from leeds. White british tenants are the worse 
tenants in my experience 

45 Will penalise decent landlords, bringing in unneeded scheme. No proven record that changes in prs will 
affect asb or flytipping. 

46 -How do you think doing a one off inspection and checking some safety certificates is going to have any 
impact on anti-social behaviour in the area? It's got nothing to do with it. -The council has the power to 
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tackle poor landlords without the need for a licensing scheme. -I've got no idea how you can think 
charging good landlords £825/property is going to help them? 

47 I don’t see how charging a fee for a licence for already good landlords abiding by all the current rules, 
regulations and legislations is of any benefit to them 

48 All this is is a stealth tax that will be passed onto tenants with good landlords being blamed. Bad 
landlords likely still won't change, or will just move into other areas 

49 Bring designated an SL area will hit property value; lenders are wary of SL areas, Less products are 
available and at much higher rates. Making remortgaing difficult. Rents will be pushed up. This impacts 
on homeowners too as properties are classified by area and value by saleability. Being labelled a slum 
will only feed into this, rather than better targetting council powers to deal with specific issues. Using 
public resources effectively. 

50 I moved out of my house after breakdown of marriage and job.  I had no help from council, I moved in 
with brother and now rented this.I am learning about renting out. But under selection licensing would 
be homeless. 

51 No Proof that selective license will affect ASB/Environment. No Proof with causative link between PRS in 
these areas and above issues. No promise by LCC of reduced ASB or better Environment if selective 
licensing introduced.  Leeds Rental Standard not promoted enough. Calls made by myself and others this 
week to the Private Rented Sector Office at Knowsthorpe Gate illustrated that thet could not even 
explain what this the LRS was. Only after a talk through by myself, who asked if it was an accreditation 
scheme, did the PRS confirm this. When asked what it entailed to get this accreditation, I was told to 
Google this. If the local authority cannot adequately explain its current coregulation scheme, how can 
landlords be expected to join. 

52 Selective Licensing will be a further measure to hurt Landlords, adding to other considerable legislation 
introduced by the Government over the past 2-3 years.  This will mean there will be less landlords, and 
those that stay as landlords will look to increase rents to help cover the increased costs. The tenants will 
ultimately feel the pain of the increased rents, and also the reduced amount of rental properties 
available.  I feel this is simply a way for the council to make easy money by ripping off landlords.  I fully 
oppose the Selective Licensing. 

53 Selective licence is not needed thank you. If you guarantee the rent from benefit tenants after this 
process then it is good. If not with all the benefit caps and continuiosly stopping and reviewing housing 
benefit claims has resulted in the tenants in arrears and therfore more likely for eviction 

54 Environment with police attending calls will improve area not selective licensing Antisocial behaviour is 
not linked to the condition of ones house, rather it is down to police not attending crimes, or delaying 
and criminals getting away with more and more. Money should be spent on more police.  Good 
landlords will always look after their properties and these are available to tenants. Bad landlords will 
always find a route to not. Why should i spend on a licence when I can spend that on improving my 
tenants living standard. Despite Leeds CC beliefs a lot of landlords are hand to mouth. Focus should be 
made on creating more property and more choice for tenants. Selective licensing could force good 
landlords to walk away. What will tackle poor property and poor landlords is more choice. More 
property will achieve this. Poor landlords will sell up or improve when their property is not let.  I strongly 
disagree taking £800 of landlords, what could be spent on a property will improve a property. 

55 Licensing will just be another cost to pay for and implement. ASB is usually in the streets, leaving 
landlords with little jurisdiction. Fly tipping in these areas is more down to concealed rows of houses 
and ginnels. Allowing people from outside area to ditch waste. It would be far more useful to place 
dummy cameras in problem spots and maintain lighting. 

56 The last Selective licensing scheme in Cross Green cost landlords a lot of money that could have been 
better spent, in my view the outcomes from the scheme did not justify the cost it was poor value for 
money. Some council officers I spoke to agreed it was highly bureaucratic and largely ineffective. 
Landlords see the fee as merely a tax to support other council services and with increasing regulation 
and taxes on the PRS it is getting to the point where landlords are questioning why they are staying in 
the business at all as the returns are dwindling. Selective licensing will also blight the areas affected 
causing a crash in values and making properties difficult to sell. 
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57 I feel this scheme is another way for the council to generate income for themselves and make it difficult 
for those who are already struggling financial. Issues mentioned in the survey is a national issue which is 
not specific to one area, every area has it's issue. To add this fee on to landlords, in turn will have to 
increase the rent for the tenants is absurd and another way of squeezing every penny out of the ones in 
difficulty. 

58 In order to achieve any of the above does not require a license. When you consider the whole of leeds, 
the area is run down because the lack of investment from leeds city council. Consider Holbeck where 
investment by Council involved the area with particularly with the support of landlords. 

59 Any flytipping is in alleyways and on the backstreet streets. Anti social behaviour is usually on the street. 
This is councils responsibility. Or the police. Therefore Selective Licensing wont affect issues we see. 

60 It is the general perception nationally that private landlords create issues in an area. This is not the case 
in Beeston. There has been a vast improvement in the area in recent years and a considerable amount 
of this is due to private landlords. There has been much legislation recently which tackles the issues of 
safeguarding tenants in their homes e.g. How to Rent. Also the regulations regarding EPC's. The private 
landlord is continually required to conform to the necessary standards. Most landlords have invested in 
upgrading their properties in order to attract the better tenant. All of this has a knock-on effect leading 
to a better environment and reducing crime and anti-social behaviour. My experience is that most crime 
and asb, is more likely to be due to young people in the area who are from the locally owned homes and 
families. This will not go away or be made better by selective licensing. 

61 I completely disagree selective licensing will help Leeds City Council pocket money. Leeds City Council 
have failed in east end park, why is harehills and beeston being targeted. Landlords are already facing 
financial losses they have under the new government are no longer able to claim the interest. Also they 
are spending more money on their properties to bring them to Leeds City Council standards. On top of 
this tear and wear for the house, other financial costs eg. mortgage payments, property Insurance, 
utility bills while the property is under renovation or empty for the new tenants, Council tax isn't 
exempt no longer. On top of this you want to charge £825.00 per property. I will be contacting the local 
Councillors and MP 

62 Selective licensing in other areas of the UK have only pushed up rents for tenants. Good landlords are 
being punished without reason. Good landlords keep their tenants longer. Punishment for those who 
need it and not blanket all. I have three tenants in my property who have all been there for over 5 years. 
One has been there for 20 years as of 2019. I have no issue what so ever with them. 

63 This isn’t the case in Nottingham where the scheme has been running for a while. 

64 As a private landlord of one house in Beeston that I look after & rent out to a friend, I feel I would be 
unfairly penalised by having to buy a license. I already provide gas safety checks. Could this be restricted 
to landlords with more than one property? 

65 Has little effect on housing and deprivation. 

66 No evidence showing licensing will impact issues raised. 

67 Licensing just detracts from decent landlords. Will label huge areas as slums making lending and moving 
for all problematic 

68 Selective licensing will not resolve any problem encountered by the tenants and landlords, will only 
increase council interference and costs. Council needs to utilise powers which it has effectively and 
positively which can make things better. Increasing bureaucracy is the last thing we want to make life 
more difficult 

69 Improvement of specific areas may be achieved through investment and partnership, not effectively 
taxing landlords and their tenants. Alternatives such as private sector leasing by Leeds City Council or a 
greater push on the Leeds Homes Standard via education would be a fairer way to make desired 
improvements. Rather than relying on a disproportionately unfair tax on these vibrant areas. Areas that 
provide homes for many vulnerable and disadvantaged people. 

70 As a resident & landlord in Beeston, I’m all for improving the area however, I disagree with a majority of 
the statements this is not just a landlord issue but an issue for private homeowners. My tenants have 
complained to me about young lads racing through the street -when confronted these are local lads 
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who feel like they can do what they want as they own their own properties!!  These problems are not 
just landlords issues but issued for the whole community. 

71 License will not eradicate issue of ASB and only serves as a revenue stream. Cross Green failed and this 
isnt even that. 

72 Don't see how registering and paying a fee will help an already responsible landlord clean up their 
property and area. 
I belive such a scheme should target properties and landlords for which housing benefit payments are 
made by ensuring thorough checks are carried out prior to tenancy /payments being made. This will 
ensure a minimum standard is in place 

73 Measures described will have little impact on tenant behaviour or crime. Licensing just makes it harder 
for someone to rent out a house, therefore making it harder for tenants to rent a house.  Will not aid 
good OR deter bad landlords. 

74 You already have units to deal with these SOCIAL issues. We can see how you are pushing them to 
inflate statistics, so you can show how much this measure is needed. Very poor form. 

75 this is just another tax , we the good landlords will be pushed to pass on the cost to tenants , i personally 
will have to lay off staff as the cost for 10 property and hassle for a 71 year old is more than i want at 
this time in my life, i might have to sell up , there is not only the fee but compliance cost . 

76 I consider myself to be a good landlord. I have an agent who looks after the properties. All properties 
have smoke alarms, hand rails, fire doors where needed etc., and I consider I do not need a third party 
to come round and look for things which are not only expensive but unnessary and pay £800 for the 
privilege. I can't see how selective licensing is going to affect anti social behaviour Some of my houses 
have been let in excellent condition only to be handed back trashed. So how is selective licensing going 
to solve that problem. 

77 May help small minority of tenants at huge expense of vast majority of tenants. Totally wrong 

78 No funding for anything. Just words 

79 Bin collections? Waste sites? Reaping what you sow. 

80 Selective licensing would appear to be a revenue raising exercise with negative benefit to the tenants, 
the landlords, the environment or the quality of accommodation. If anything, it would either raise rents 
beyond what tenants can afford, or landlords would sell up and withdraw from the area, causing a 
housing crisis in Leeds. From what I understand, Leeds City Council already has sufficient powers to fine 
poor landlords or anti-social tenants. 

81 what can a poxy license achieve it is useless in solving any of the issues as the problem is with the 
tenants not the landlords. 

82 will increase already high costs and extra costs on top of evicting tennants who don't pay and use the 
system to their advantage,may have to sell up and move to another area without licencing. already 
finding getting tennants to pay up arrears frustrating. where's our charter for landlords and our rights. 

83 After experiencing Selective licensing first hand with it being done in East End Park. I can see the 
benefits, however I strongly disagree with the proposed £820 fee for this licence. I do not see how the 
council can justify such a cost to each property in Beeston and Harehills! I would suggest an amount of 
approx. £300. I believe this would be much fairer with the amount of properties they are in this area and 
the amount of work do be done by the council. 

84 This stealth tax will only harm people who cannot afford to own their own homes. The extra cost will 
compound the attacks already being made by the exchequer. As a landlord who has been providing 
homes in Leeds for over thirty years I will either have to put up rents to survive or sell reducing the 
amount of rental properties in the area thus driving up rents.  Net result increased demands on the 
council to house people and homelessness 

85 1. The proposed Licensing scheme seems to place social responsibility for tenants on landlords. 
Effectively having to police the behaviour of tenants under the threat of fines and evictions. 2. Cost of 
investigating and evicting supposed problem tenants would fall on landlords. At which point council 
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housing options teams then oppose eviction elongating the expensive process. 3. Eviction does not solve 
the issue, just moves it onto another landlord or social housing provider or neighbouring area. 4. 
Selective licensing for tenants would mean adding a layer of compliance, as anything from loud music to 
strong smelling food could be construed as grounds for eviction. This is somewhat problematic in multi 
ethnic areas such as those targeted by selective licensing. 5. For tenants, this would hike rents, as the 
cost of the licence, further costs due to carrying out administration of complying with licence conditions 
and a lower availability of housing (As a number of landlords I have spoken to would remove themselves 
from the market). Costs of a license plus cost of carrying out works would on average be over £2000  6. 
Tenants would also face a greater amount of disruption; due to inspection and remedial works having to 
be carried out. These tenants would have to comply with whatever conditions placed upon them by the 
local authority. This seems unfair as public sector housing tenatnts, tenants in more affluent areas and 
owner occupiers are left free to enjoy their home, whilst these poorer tenants are treated without the 
same courtesy.  7. Leeds City Council already have an unfettered powers to utilise HHSRS and obtain 
results via enforcement. The council have utilised this quite liberally in the past couple of years and also 
added on a premium by fining and "recouping" costs from landlords for even the slightest of irregularity. 
Enforcement costs are recouped at this point anyway.  8. There has been no transparency on how the 
inflated figure of £825 per house was derived. Similar schemes in London, where house values start at 
£300,000 were on average £400 for a 5 year licence. Rents there are typically £1200-1500 per month. In 
contrast house values in the areas of Leeds that are being mentioned are around £50000-60000 with a 
typical rent around £400. Extra costing of implementing licence conditions, would make it unaffordable 
as every area has a ceiling rent. The council already charges a fee when they go to enforcement, so 
adding this onto costs of the license seems to be illegal.  9. There is no mention of how these fees would 
be structured, would they be split for different stages, would they be refundable if the landlord failed or 
withdrew from the licence process. There is also no mention on where these proceeds are to be used, as 
FOI has shown an inspection costs around £77 and administration per property would take 2 hours (@ 
£35 per hour). Which equates to £147, not the £825 being mentioned.  10. Who would have oversight 
into the this process and where would these fees be spent. How would the local authority be held to 
account. There is no proof that the PRS is responsible for the ASB and Environmental issues in these 
areas and no detail on what funding shall be made available to tackle these issues.  11. A perfunctory 
consultation seems to be taking place, whereby other options to alleviate the social issues raised have 
not been promoted, looked at or even mentioned. It seems LCC are quite determined on this. The fact 
that most stakeholders In Harehills and Beeston, those who do not use email, or those who don’t speak 
English as a first language have been left in the dark emphasises how flawed this process has been.  12. 
Leeds does have a vast resource of decent landlords and others who have had to let out their homes 
due to affordability. Though not as professional or as organised as more established corporate 
landlords, their housing has plugged the gap in social housing. Rents raised by these small scale 
landlords invariably stay within the local area and are reinvested into it.  13. For example; a struggling 
home owner in Beeston, who loses his low skilled job, should have the option to retain his former home 
via renting it out, without the cost and burden of licensing. As this could feasibly lead to the loss of their 
home. This seems doubly unfair as a resident in a more affluent area would be more likely to find 
tenants, find alternative work and have no issue with licensing as it would not apply to them.  14. The 
council is in a very unique position, as it has introduced a legalised red light district in neighbouring 
Holbeck, closed down refuse sites and introduced restrictions to their use and underfunded bin 
collections. Though these material factors are ignored by LCC.  15. Improvement of specific areas may 
be achieved through investment and partnership, not effectively taxing landlords and their tenants. 
Alternatives such as private sector leasing by Leeds City Council or a greater push on the Leeds Homes 
Standard via education would be a fairer way to make desired improvements. Rather than relying on a 
disproportionately unfair tax on these vibrant areas. Areas that provide homes for many vulnerable and 
disadvantaged people.  Landlords and their tenants face uncertain times, with the loss of mortgage 
interest relief, Brexit impacting on actual tenants, interest rate hikes and costs of actually improving 
properties. I would ask for your consideration in opposing this unfair, unnecessary scheme. 

86 I rent to professionals commuters between Mon and Friday only so I hope that I would not be included 
in the licencing. I already renew my safety certificates every year and test fire alarms. In addition my 
property is very clean and well maintained.  With regards to other landlords, some landlords may want 
to sell up with the tax increases and any new legislation. If this happens where are all those people who 
currently live in the properties going to live? I personally would not rent to any of them and neither 
would any other decent landlord. The Council can't accommodate them all. 
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87 The council already have the power to prosecute bad landlords this licence will not work as the bad 
landlords will not come forward and you still won't know who they are 

88 Selective licensing would appear to be a revenue raising exercise with negative benefit to the tenants, 
the landlords, the environment or the quality of accommodation. If anything, it would either raise rents 
beyond what tenants can afford, or landlords would sell up and withdraw from the area, causing a 
housing crisis in Leeds. From what I understand, Leeds City Council already has sufficient powers to fine 
poor landlords or anti-social tenants. 

89 I strongly agree that a minority of Landlords of properties in these areas exploit the poor and vulnerable 
by not maintaining their properties to a standard suitable for human habitation and charge high rents 
and evict tenants, without due process, if the tenants cannot pay their frents. 

90 i have a property in cross green lane where i paid selective licence which did not improve the area at all 
also did not do any of the things you suggest will help me or the community and the scheme was 
scrapped after two years and no body refunded me any money. 

91 Taxing landlords and labelling areas slums decimates our entire portfolio. Even the mention of this is 
dissuading buying. 
If this is forced through, I, and many other small landlords will sell up. 

92 There has been no suggestion that selective licensing would have a positive effect in these areas.I am a 
landlord in Leeds. The proposed excessive fee per property and exhaustive conditions outlined would 
place an onerous burden on owners and agents and drive up rents in what is already poor parts of 
Leeds, effectively becoming a tenant tax. 

93 Referencing will lead to evictions not impact asb 

94 I doubt it will be administered correctly. Good landlords like myself will be penalised with extra cost and 
work. Poor landlords will avoid it and there will be insufficient resources to find and prosecute them. 
You should work on the offenders not penalise everyone. We have one house in this area. It is our least 
profitable house but we have lovely tenants and a great relationship. The house is in great condition. 

95 Hitting landlords in a market which has been hit with taxes again and again. The viability is no longer 
worth it. I have spoke to many landlords who are wanting to sell up as it isn't worth it anymore. This is 
the nail in the coffin. What is the council going to do then? Other alternatives is to pass on charges to 
tenants, but already they are struggling to keep up with rents, hence evictions, hence homelessness. 
You may think this is a cure, but what would be bought with it would be a much stronger disease... 

96 How can taxing good landlords help the area?  We will put rents up or spend less on the properties!  
Fine bad land lords don’t Penalise good land lords. 

97 all that will happen is the extra cost will be added to the rent, tenants are stuggling to pay as it is. we do 
not need an additional tax. council need to invest in these areas. council has created more fly tipping , 
by not collecting bulk items free. areas need help not taxing 

98 I do not believe selective Licensing will do anything other than pay incompetant housing officer wages. 

99 We personally don t have a problem with tenants as we have strict policy in place as a letting agent But 
it will affect my investors who are investing Leeds with cost of licensing per property especially if they 
own a block of flats 

100 The selective licensing is like a tenant tax and the council are labelling beeston and harehills as slums. I 
phoned a Santander about mortgaging these area once they become a selective licensing area and they 
said they won't lend and the house prices will drop value. There will be higher rents which might mean 
more evictions that might make people homeless and that is Up to the council to sort out. If it goes into 
effect the money they make won't go back into these areas it will be paid for admin costs for the 
council. 

101 My tenants tell me that the problems with antisocial behaviour in Beeston are overwhelmingly due to 
local authority tenants, not private tenants. Therefore the proposed selective licensing scheme will have 
no effect on the level of antisocial behaviour. My tenants are hard-working, respectable, nice families. 
One of my two properties in Beeston has had the same tenants for more than 10 years now and there 
have been no complaints or problems at all. The other property has had the same tenant for nearly 2 
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years. Again, no problems. The proposed licensing scheme is insulting to my tenants because it 
stigmatises them as private renters. They do not deserve this. I am very happy with all the tenants I have 
had in Beeston. The council already has all the statutory powers it needs to deal with rogue landlords 
and sub-standard accommodation. The council just needs to apply these powers properly, i.e. selectively 
targeting problems. The council has recently done this in Holbeck with the very good regeneration 
scheme in the Recreations and this sort of regeneration initiative is the way to go because it actually 
works and this has been demonstrated. The proposed licensing scheme is just a cheap way for the 
council to be seen to be "doing something" when actually all it will mean is that I will have to pay a fee 
equivalent to two months' rent on each of my properties. This is unjust and unfair because it won't do 
anyone any good. My properties are in good condition, well managed by my agent and my tenants have 
lived there long-term and very happily. 

102 It will add an unnecessary cost as I will have to buy a licence for each of my properties. It won't improve 
the condition of any of my houses - they are all in good condition. Gas safety checks are already done 
annually - its a legal requirement. 

103 Your fee will not resolve any issues regarding the nature of the tenants, late payments & the damage 
done to our properties. References are a waste of time. Even professional references barely describe the 
character of a candidate. Many tenants in these areas don't speak english as a first language & so will 
not understand half of what is said regarding a reference. They will also cotton on to just saying we 
weren't given any from the last landlord or we were living in shared accommodation with a friend & 
don't have any. It's amazing how quickly these type of tactics are picked up. Even with references - 
ultimately they are just bits of paper that guarantee nothing.  Late payments are mainly due to the 
council paying the tenant directly / delaying the issue of benefit payments which then impacts us. The 
tenants spend the money elsewhere - do they eat first or pay us first?? Your charge does nothing to 
upgrade the general condition of a property & attacks every landlord - The majority of conditions listed 
are already in place. Do your job & enforce those. 

104 None of the money raised will go towards helping uplift the area, only running the scheme, according to 
you. So I do not see the correlation between charging landlords extra money and the area magically 
becoming improved. 

105 We own houses in east end park which underwent same scheme and it made no difference just cost 
landlords more money. There should be another way of targeting bad landlords and spot checking. We 
used to be credited landlords for students and they had a star system for good landlords with one 
joining fee which covered all owned properties 

106 Leeds Council already has enforcement powers under Acts of Parliament and other laws and 
regulations. Leeds Council is already working as part of Regeneration in Beeston to contact landlords & 
force them to bring property up to standard. Leeds Council does not need any further powers. It is 
enforcing its existing powers and should continue to do this 

107 No evidence this works 

108 I strongly believe that all of the issues listed above are due to irresponsible tenants. I feel that selective 
licensing will only put responsibility on the landlords which is in in the large part a responsibility of the 
tenant. Landlords should not be held accountable for the actions of the tenants. Tenants will never 
learn, and their attitudes will not improve if landlords are continually being persecuted and being forced 
to clean up after the tenants. I believe that a whole new system needs adopting which penalises the 
tenant when it is found that the issues highlighted above are as a direct result of them. 

109 I feel that it is not economically viable getting 280 a month for a one bed property and having to get a 
licence at 850 - nearly three months rent. Tenants are often problem - ripping out fire alarms etc as 
don’t want to pay electric on them. Landlords are fighting a loosing battle 

110 The poor landlords would continue regardless of the licence. Many will ignore the regulations and 
continue letting substandard property to poor tenants. the good landlords, who are not the intended 
target of this scheme, would be penalised by the introduction of such a fee. 

111 I do not believe the council imposing fines on LL's will not necessarily make any difference to the 
demographic of people choosing to live in Harehills & Beeston. 
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112 I am a landlord in Leeds. The proposed excessive fee per property and exhaustive conditions outlined 
would place an onerous burden on owners and agents and drive up rents in what is already poor parts 
of Leeds, effectively becoming a tenant tax.  1. The proposed Licensing scheme seems to place social 
responsibility for tenants on landlords. Effectively having to police the behaviour of tenants under the 
threat of fines and evictions. 2. Cost of investigating and evicting supposed problem tenants would fall 
on landlords. At which point council housing options teams then oppose eviction elongating the 
expensive process.  3. Eviction does not solve the issue, just moves it onto another landlord or social 
housing provider or neighbouring area. 4. Selective licensing for tenants would mean adding a layer of 
compliance, as anything from loud music to strong smelling food could be construed as grounds for 
eviction. This is somewhat problematic in multi ethnic areas such as those targeted by selective 
licensing.  5. For tenants, this would hike rents, as the cost of the licence, further costs due to carrying 
out administration of complying with licence conditions and a lower availability of housing (As a number 
of landlords I have spoken to would remove themselves from the market). Costs of a license plus cost of 
carrying out works would on average be over £2000 6. Tenants would also face a greater amount of 
disruption; due to inspection and remedial works having to be carried out. These tenants would have to 
comply with whatever conditions placed upon them by the local authority. This seems unfair as public 
sector housing tenatnts, tenants in more affluent areas and owner occupiers are left free to enjoy their 
home, whilst these poorer tenants are treated without the same courtesy. 7. Leeds City Council already 
have an great powers to utilise HHSRS and obtain results via enforcement. The council make use of this 
quite often. Enforcement costs are recouped at this point anyway. 

113 XXX is a community housing provider and provides quality housing for young people (with visiting 
support), in both areas, although this will be a cost for us we agree that it's necessary and believe it will 
drive up quality having a positive effect on some of the most vulnerable and isolated people in Leeds.  
We also provide floating support to those living in private tenancies through XXX Leeds and Flagship in 
both areas and some of the properties can only be described as slums and are a cause of MH and other 
health issues. Our clients are often fearful of complaining about poor housing conditions as housing is in 
short supply and they fear eviction.  

114 Bring in this unfair tax and you will see mass properties for sale in Beeston and Harehills, you will find a 
massive amount of homeless people , i would sell my property that being forced into a tax as you 
suggest . 

115 SL will not improve environment without alit of money. 

116 Landlords will require a suitable return on their investment. Asking landlords to pay a licensing fee will 
increase their costs and leave less money for them to improve their property conditions. Smaller 
landlords will sell and concentrate housing in the hands of a few. 

117 I'm new to being a landlord and I don't know what the rest of the area is like. From my drop in 
consultation session it is unclear to me how this scheme will find poor landlords who choose not to 
apply for the license. From what I understood there is a separate pool of funds to find poor landlords 
and that the money from the licenses will only be used in regards to those who apply for a license. I 
imagine those that apply for a license won't be poor landlords. How effective this scheme is will depend 
on how well you enforce it. I've read that it can work, but that doesn't mean it will work here. 

118 Does not add up 

119 Leeds City Council are proposing to charge an £825 licence per unit (Studio flat/bedsit, one bedroom 
flat).  
Compare this to a HMO licence where the license is for the property as a whole (6 bedroom house).  6 
bedroom shared house =1 license £825.  6 self contained studio flats owned and managed by one owner 
all under the same roof = 6 licenses £4950.00.  XXX owns and manages 15 individual properties within 
the proposed license scheme. Many of the 15 properties are split into studio and one bed flats. Long 
term established use of studios flats for over 30 years. Under LCC licensing conditions we have 40 units 
that require a license.  Our business is looking at a proposed license bill of £33,000 based on the Council 
separately licensing studio flats. The above proposed license fee will cause rents to raise by at least 
£13.75 per month per household. This does not take into account additional administration and 
additional maintenance works.  XXX are members of the RLA, Unipol code golden owners, Leeds Rental 
Standard members, Leeds Property Association members.  We are members of the Property Redress 
Scheme.  We have a waste carries license and are registered with the information commissioner’s office 
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ICO.  We are trained by the National Federation of Property Professionals and routinely go on RLA 
courses to do with Universal credit, HMO management, possession procedures. 

120 No need for selective licensing. The council already has adequate powers to deal with any problems. 
This is just a tax on landlords. 

121 My properties are decent so will not improve a thing. 

122 A good landlord maintains his property so that the property is good for the tenants and also to re-let.  
There are a number of landlords including Leeds city council properties that are of really poor standard 
and condition. These are visible from both outside. These people including the LCC need to tackle their 
properties and bring up to standard and a selective license is not required to govern this. 

123 Leeds city council already have the powers to enable them to tackle the problems highlighted. LCC are 
choosing to ignore this by saying that they cannot identify rogue LL’s, if you receive direct payment of 
HB, you have a creditor number from that you can Id the LL, if they are not registered or accredited, or 
members of a landlord association then deny them direct payment until they meet the standards of 
these systems 

124 Don't see it doing any good. LLs will sell up. Not wanting it. Daylight robbery. 

125 Selective Licensing will not improve environment or reduce anti social behaviour, as I believe there is no 
link or connection between them and selective licensing.  Selective Licensing will not improve 
accommodation and will reduce accommodation and will increase more empty houses.  If there are 
poor landlords they will move in other areas and this will not tackle this issue.  Landlords will stop 
working in these areas. 

126 I am already a good and responsible landlord and see nothing in the proposals that will help to make 
things better for my tenants. It will increase my costs and I will have no alternative but to pass those 
costs onto my tenants. It might only work out at £15-20 a month extra but for my tenants, being as 
these houses are not in well-off areas that is extra money that they do not have and may well start to 
push some of them into not being able to pay the rent, which will then increase evictions etc. 

127 Does not affect issues 

128 There will be no change in behavioral-problems of tenants & quality of properties is also the result of 
bad tenants habits 

129 I think this will force the landlords putting the price up, making more difficult for people to rent and 
being able to afford to rent. Furthermore the money gained from this doesn't seem to be planned to be 
invested towards improving renting house conditions.  Mandatory reference checks will make more 
difficult for people at disadvantage to rent, this should be up to the landlord if he wants to make 
professional enquirers. 

130 Beeston is a poor quality area with low rents and attracts tenants who cannot afford higher rents 
elsewhere, in particular a high proportion of immigrant workers, tenants of low social economic groups 
or on Benifits. Many of these are ok,some are not. All of these have to live somewhere. Extreme anti 
social behaviour and property damage would lead to eviction anyway, but Crime, Antisocial behaviour 
and drug dealing on the streets is a Police responsability, not the landlords.  
In effect the council is attempting to make this the landlords responsability and also want us to pay for 
it. The council would be better off CCTV ing the whole area and increasing Police, foot, and car patrols. 
Most of the street crime is associated with drug dealing, this is mainly carried out by the young 
muslim/indian etc community in my experience, all who live in owner occupied or housing association 
property not affected by licencing! 

131 This will just apply a licence fee for all landlords and will penalise the good landlords further. It will not 
make a single difference to the bad landlords who have no morals and will simply up the rent and 
reduce their maintenance to ensure they are still profitable. 

132 How will SL help good Landlords?  I am a member of Leeds Rental Standard, RLA, Leeds Property 
Association, registered with Information commissioners office ICO, have client money protection, 
member of property redress scheme, Unipol golden owner, Rate your landlord winner 2018, have a 
waste carriers license.  What more can the council make me do to improve the lives of my tenants.  
Landlords are nto responsible for other peoples (non tenants) ASB, fly tipping, dog fouling, damage. 
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133 Landlords who do not maintain properties and who profiteer should of course be identified and forced 
to provide good standard accommodation, but this measure is a blunt instrument. I do not expect any of 
my tenants to live in a house that I would not live in myself. Regular gas and electrical inspections (as 
legally required), dealing promptly with repairs and replacement of appliances when needed, these 
things good landlords (and I count myself as one of these) are doing as a basic minimum requirement. 

134 The council already has the powers to target poor accommodation, neglectful landlords and and social 
problems tenants may have. This scheme would simply impose unnecessary costs on good landlords 
while poor landlords would continue to go under the radar. 

135 Another money making scheme for council to take from landlords who in most cases are already 
struggling. There must be other cheaper ways to manage and monitor the area. Why is this just a 
landlord issue. The council itself is a landlord and has many areas with Antisocial behavior problems 
aswell as flu topping g and rent arrears. 

136 I work for a landlord who on principal takes individuals who are on benefits, have mental health 
problems, addictions, etc, as a way of giving them somewhere to live and then maybe tackle the other 
issues. I do not take bonds, as these people don't have extra money, I receive Housing Benefit, so the 
amounts are set by the council, and any repairs and maintenance is done by me and my contractors. 
Each time a flat is vacated, having done work on it the council send their inspection team to check 
everything, and only if it passes can it be put on the list of available flats. We pay the Private Sector 
Lettings Scheme at Leeds City Council an annual fee in order to work closely with them, keep our flats 
inspected regularly, and accept referrals from them.  If Selective Licensing comes into operation, the 
landlord I work for will need to pay an extra £15,675, for the 19 flats, and this will cripple him. I will not 
be paid the % I currently take for managing the flats, and sadly he will seriously consider selling up, 
making 19 individuals homeless, and reducing the number of private sector flats in Beeston. 

137 LCC has failed to show that the PRS are largely responsible for anti social behaviour and crime. LCC has 
the same issues in predominately council/social housing estates. Selective Licensing will not solve the 
problems outlined above. 
Landlords are already very heavily regulated by 140 acts of Parliament and more than 400 Regulations. 
LCC already have extensive powers granted to them in particular the Housing and Planning Act 2016. For 
example, civil penalties, rent repayment orders, banning orders and introduction of a database for 
rouge landlords and letting agents. The assertion that Selective Licensing, is positive for "Good 
Landlords" is false it is just a further cost that will be passed onto tenants as increased rents. As the fee 
represents about £15 per month each property over the lifetime of the licence, this is about 3% of the 
typical £500 rent. A lot of money to hard pressed working tenants or those on benefits. So a further tax 
on the poor.  Landlords, have had many additional taxes to pay, changes to interest tax relief, ending of 
the 10% furniture allowance, stamp duty increases. Landlords are already increasing rents to recover 
some of these additional costs. 

138 I believe that Selective Licensing is a blunt instrument that does not benefit either the landlord or tenant 
with too much focus on responsible landlords and not enough on the causes of most of the problems, ie, 
the tenants. There are far more effective and cost effective means of addressing the issues, eg, LCC 
using the Land Registry/Council Tax data bases to identify those properties owned by landlords, cross 
referencing the latter with Leeds Rental Standard/RLA/NLA data to assist in identifying "rogue" 
landlords, LCC being more selective in their choice of tenants for the area, a more visible police 
presence and working with the police to identify "crime" families and develop solutions, better/wider 
use of street lighting and cctv to identify and deter criminal/anti social behavior. 

139 No way will a poxy license do any good. It will no affect at all on 1) improving environment 2) reducing 
anti social behaviour 3) improving any accomadation as tenants smash everything. 4) tackle bad 
landlords 5) license will not help good landlords as they are good anyway it is pointless money making 
idea by the LCC. LCC cannot tackle any of the issues in their own property they suffer from all the above 
and more the LCC as landlords are disgraceful. 
They cannot fix any of the properties within time scales or to any fit standards. 

140 You still haven’t dealt with rogue landlords, instead you are attacking every other law abiding landlord 
with additional costs. 

141 Good landlords already provide this service. I don’t see what improvements good landlords can make. I 
am already member of RLA and have previously had my houses inspected by the Leeds Landlord 
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Accreditation scheme this is now the Leeds Rental Standard. This scheme will increase rents in these 
areas and making it more expensive. There is anti social behaviour on the high street outside bookies 
and off licences where people hang out but that does not affect any residential properties. This is not a 
landlord issue and nothing to do with housing. The council already have a private sector housing team 
with powers to inspect properties. 

142 I do not see how SL will improve the environment.  ASB is not something landlords have any powers to 
tackle. It is also not unique to the private rented sector as Council estates have even higher levels of 
ASB.  Also, ASB usually takes place near bookies and main roads which private landlords have no control 
over. The lawful landlords already provide good quality accommodation- in most cases this is better 
than the accommodation offered by the council in their council houses. SL will not impact the criminal 
operators who already ignore regulation and cost and will continue to do so regardless of SL.  SL will 
NOT help good landlord as the excessive cost will only create an additional burden. The powers to 
address these issues and problems already exist and can be tackled without the need to implement SL. 

143 Selective Licensing (SL), will not help to improve the environment in Beeston. The environment is 
fundamentally not a housing issue. There are already many existing laws that can be applied to local 
communities and Landlords in relation to compulsory repair and renovation orders and removal of 
rubbish etc. These are not currently being used effectively. Charging all landlords to become licensed 
will not remedy this particular problem. SL does not cover such issues as fly tipping or street refuse 
collection or homelessness and rough sleeping. 
 
SL can not reduce anti-social behaviour in Beeston. Much of the area’s anti- social behaviour problem is 
related to individual’s own emotional, mental health problems and their lack of employment 
opportunities and lack of income. It is also related to drug and alcohol misuse and abuse which needs 
alternative specialist support and treatment packages. SL does not cover any of these 
issues.Improvements in housing for some tenants is only a very small issue. Local Government funding 
needs to be increased by Central Government and NHS initiatives and local initiatives need to be 
developed further to support and empower local people to manage and resolve emotional, mental 
health struggles and addictions and move into work and make better decisions.  
 
SL will only challenge and enforce some irresponsible landlords to improve their accommodation. Most 
landlords are already doing a good enough job and demanding high fees to license them only takes 
money out of the housing marketplace some of which would be used for more housing developments 
and improvements. 
 
SL is a blunt and inappropriate tool to achieve the aim of tackling poor landlords, especially as there are 
adequate legal mechanisms to deal with them already in place which are not being used effectively due 
to lack of Council funds and lack of focused intention.  SL will adversely affect all the ‘good enough’ 
landlords by hitting them with extra charges that will not support or add anything to their businesses 
and who in some cases may choose to leave the market place. There is a shortage of low cost/low rent 
housing already and the Council has no strategies to provide more social housing or low rent 
alternatives. There is likely to be significant fallout from the SL proposal in relation to reduced choice for 
tenants and increased costs for Local Authorities who will be forced to fund B&B accommodation and 
more hostels with longer waiting lists and increased homelessness. 
 
I cannot see any benefits to me as a landlord of the selective licensing. I will be charged a total fee of 
more than £15,000 for 19 small units of 1 bed and studio accommodation that is already regularly 
checked and assessed by the Leeds City Council PSLS team before new tenants who are on the homeless 
list move in. I am a landlord who maintains all legal requirements in relation to health and safety and to 
maintaining adequate standards of accommodation. I am working in the marketplace of offering people 
from the Council's homeless lists initial accommodation to give them an address and a start onto the 
housing ladder. There are significant extra costs to me in this area as I do not demand bonds and there 
is an increased possibility of tenants moving on since they are using our service as a starter home and a 
way of getting a place back into the housing market before moving onto somewhere more suited to 
their longer term aspirations. Please rethink this SL scheme and consider the consequences on small and 
socially/ethically inclined landlords who are already doing their best for their tenants, many of whom 
could be adversely affected by the impact of the SL fees and scheme.  
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144 There are good landlords who are doing everything the council wants them to do. Instead of only going 
after the bad landlords the council are putting bad and good landlords in the same bracket that they are 
both bad. 

145 If i pay 825 then i dont have any money for repairs or improvements. I will put my rent up but my 
tenants will probably leave as they are on benefits & dont earn a lot. This increase is more than i have 
increased my rent over the last few years. You are not helping me, you are charging me for nothing. My 
tenant will be paying your fee. 

146 I dont earn enough to pay this. You will give me nothing for my money that i can use on my houses or 
tenants. 

147 No explanation of how you will do anything with the money 

148 it wont help at all we will put rent up to cover our costs tenants will suffer with rent 

149 I think any such scheme should be free. I agree standards should be reasonable in all properties 
including LCC properties. The same standards should apply to all. private landlords should not be unduly 
targeted. Free assistance should be made available to landlords in bringing up standards. For example 
free advice on how to manage mould, condensation, working with landlords in tackling anti-social 
behaviour, eviction processes, hoarding behaviours. My experience is LCC works against Private 
Landlords as oppose to creating harmony and trust. Creating communities starts with environment, 
streets and highways being maintained. I am ashamed that often the roads in well off communities are 
attended to whereas the roads in harehills, gipton, Beeston etc are not. Get the Beeston and harehills 
people doing community and voluntary work. Bring community service back in. What is the evidence 
base for the scheme. Are Private landlords simply being escape goated? Will those landlords who are 
compliant be refunded the license fee? I am aware there was excess money from the previous Leeds 
License scheme. Will this money be brought forward to any new scheme.  What consideration has been 
given to a voluntary free scheme. Has LCC plainly told landlords what their obligations are within the 
licensing scheme. Has LCC plainly told landlords what LCC expectation is if them.  How cost effective was 
the previous scheme compared to others parts of the country For cost efficiency will any new scheme be 
put out to tender? 

150 IT IS HIGHLY UNLIKELY THAT ANY IMPROVEMENTS CAN BE ACHIEVED IF THE COUNCIL IS NOT GOING TO 
RE-INVEST ANY OF THE REVENUE GAINED FROM SELECTIVE LICENSING INTO THESE AREAS. 

151 You charge me for admin, i charge the tenant. I will charge the tenant more than 825 because it will cost 
me time & effort to do what you need.  Someone is very stupid to think this is a good idea. It is a waste 
of time & money. 

152 You wont find the bad landlords - just like other areas that have tried this. You will just create a financial 
& admin overhead for all the good landlords. This will then cost the tenants even more. This can only be 
regarded as a plan created by someone who has no understanding of being a landlord or someone just 
looking to generate an income for the council. 

153 Good landlords are being penalised for the bad. We do not accept bad properties only work with good 
landlords. 
Agents given a rating, LCC can work withy best agents / tackle the bad. 

 

 

15. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed fee structure 
for Selective Licensing of £825 per property, with a discount of £150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard?  

Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below (159) 

1 Landlords that do not not responsibility for their property should be forced to pay a licensing fee. 
however as a responsible landlord who ensures that their tennant is happy and adheres to the rules i 
feel that we will be penalised again due to irresponsibility of other irresponsible landlords. landlords 
who are not responsible should be penalised full stop and have more accountability. 

2 This cost is far too high. Who has come up with this figure. It will really reduce the number of good 
private landlord properties in Beeston and Harehills who will not be able to turn a profit after this cost. 

3 The proposed fees are extortionate. 
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4 As stated above 

5 Will ALL the money raised be going toward additional officers who can route out bad landlords? Will it 
be going to compensate Landlord who rent to LHA/UC recipients who decide not to pay their rents? No. 

6 What's the colour of the sky in your world ? You will force a massive sell off of property and a hike in 
rents, resulting in less property at more expensive rent! 

7 Do you realise that most landlords make only £200pcm after costs on a 2-3 bed house in these areas? (I 
know as I own 60 and manage 300) The current tax changes are horrific and will see a huge number of 
landlords (privately owned houses not Ltd) get repossessed. Many are in negative equity still and won't 
have cash to pay tax bills. There is a time bomb about to go off and no one has worked it out. There will 
be 100% reduction is mortgage interest rate relief by 2021! I predict a flood of lower value & condition 
properties hitting the market in January when landlords do their first tax return under the new rules. 
Adding to a landlords' costs with £825 fee will hurt too much and see even more leave the market. This 
will damage the local community as empty houses are good for no one! The council needs to be very 
careful and should try working with private landlords and not against them. We are already reducing our 
LHA tenants to limit the number of interactions we have to have with the council.  Why don't you do an 
initiative/questionnaire titled 10 things the council could do to help local landlords? This will keep areas 
and properties in better condition. A landlord who is making money is much more able / happier to 
invest in their property. 

8 Why on earth would a licence be so expensive? It is unnecessary. If you are going to charge why should 
it cost any more than a small fee of £10 or something similar. It would cost me £9900 for the twelve of 
my fifteen rental properties that are located within the proposed Beeston area. 

9 Having rented out our property in Beeston for 10+ years to disadvantaged tenants via the council 
private landlords dept. Our property is inspected by the council at the start of each tenancy, is fully 
uptodate with all legal requirements and we have always maintained the property to a standard that we 
personally would use ie the property is safe, warm and clean. 
Adding a further cost of £825 to our existing mortgage, insurance, tax, gas safety and maintenance costs 
would take us into a deficit - we would sell the property or leave it empty. 

10 My only issue is.  Once a list of required works has been made for the landlord to undertake the time 
line given for those works to be undertaken and reinspected should be no longer than six months. It is at 
this stage that a licencing bill be produced to the landlord. Those that do not complete outstanding 
works on time and/or not to a satisfactory standard should automatically for-fit any fit and proper 
statues.  Fit and Proper statues should have an photo identification car/system that has to be produced 
when asked for and mounter within the property with the gas cert and 5 yearly periodic inspection so 
that tenants actually know how there landlord is. 

11 As above. £825 for what ! The council already have enough statutory powers to take action against poor 
landlords and dis repair. I suggest that they adequately resource this if they want to improve landlord 
behaviour and property standards. 

12 Penalises good landlords by adding an additional expense. 

13 Disgustingly high!  The whole idea that landlords have plenty of money is simply not true, we deal with 
landlords that are good landlords who look after their properties and tenants but who struggle with 
money with voids and repairs etc I think in effect another tax on them especially at this sky high amount 
is not going to help anyone, you are taking money away from the pot that could be spent on the house 
rather than paying to run a department then really is not needed as was with Cross Green 

14 Fees seems excessively high. Landlords are asked to begin implementing the various standards anyway. 
Licensing cost seems to be a levy on landlords; which shall be passed on to tenants. 

15 Seems like an inflated fee for a landlord which further diminishes any financial gains. 

16 Seems to be a figure plucked from thin air. 

17 No breakdown in what this is for. 

18 Standard should be promoted more vigourously. Taking money away from owners lessens what can be 
invested 
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for Selective Licensing of £825 per property, with a discount of £150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard?  

19 Very expensive tax in comparision to rent, house value and national average for similar schemes 

20 Comparably higher than most selective licensing fees nationwide. 

21 That is truly horrific. I know Leeds Council is Labour-run, but even by their standards, this shocking. On 
the back of this consultation, I will be selling my Beeston property. 

22 This is just a revenue raising exercise 

23 It is clearly a tax. This is in addition to the withdrawal from LCC re Council tax payments now due even 
when the property is empty. We also have the section 24 tax changes from the government. This just 
results in higher rents and reluctance to maintain housing to standards that we used to. 

24 1. Bad landlords will pass this fee onto the tenant. The area of Beeston is generally made up of tenants 
on low income and Housing Benefit. 2. The good landlords who invest in the upkeep of their properties 
and are good caretakers are penalised financially, it's a large cost and some may find it is the last straw, 
resulting in a loss of good accommodation in a vital area. 

25 its only £400 in London where properties are worth far more and rents are 3 times what they are on 
Leeds , why so dear 

26 Feels like an exorbitant amount; whereby licensees are paying for prosecution of non licensees. Seems 
very high. 

27 As I have already said, this is a crazy amount. This may be an appropriate sum for houses of multiple 
occupancy, but will wipe out any profit for single person studio flat owners or even one bed house 
owners. 

28 Seems comparatively high. Especially as these are not HMOs and don't produce anywhere near as much 
in rent 

29 A very high fee, with no breakdown on payment structure, where this money is to be used. Local 
Authourity are prohibited from making any profit from this scheme. 

30 It's far too much. 

31 A very inflated fee, given powers and ability to recoup costs from enforcement that already exsist. 

32 A. Very expensive.  B. I have 3 properties and just cannot afford this; extra cost of outlined work, rising 
interest rates and loss of tax relief.  C. NOW is not the right time to squeeze landlords in a very 
strenuous market. Even carrying out repairs and upgrades shall be problematic in this environment. 

33 Why not find bad landlords instead? Why should I get punished for providing a good home, which I’ve 
already spent thousands on to get it to a pleasant and safe lettable condition? It’s not fair. It should be 
on a case by case basis. Crack down on rogue landlords instead. 

34 There should be no fee. If the Leeds City Council wants to improve the area then it should do at their 
own expense. Not introduce fees to rent out a property like we dont have enough fees as it is. They 
need to mind their own business and improve living condition provided by Leeds City council 

35 There should be no charge to landlords as this is an initial instigation on the part of LCC! 

36 That would take 2 months rent away from the landlords how are they supposed to pay for the mortgage 
it’s completely illegal to do such a thing this is daylight robbery 

37 This is equivalent to nearly 3 months rent. It is already hard to make any profit on properties with the 
recent tax changes, landlord regulations. The Costs are extremely aggressive and not in proportion to 
the rent, value of property or area. Again the landlords are being hit with additional costs. 

38 Eating into profits from a low profit margin 

39 The figure of £825 seems amazingly high when national averages are below £370 

40 Landlords already struggling to pay mortgage because tenants not paying rent on time since universes 
credit came in to force it got worse ,where are the going to find this extra money to pay for selective 
licensing which mean extra tax on landlords 
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41 Too much 

42 To cover this cost housing rent will go up to cover the cost. Which would make tenant on low income 
suffer more 

43 Further discounts should be given to good properties that pass a standards inspection £825 is a lot of 
money for landlords with only 1 or 2 properties. 

44 We can not afford any additional costs especially in the region of £1000. What exactly will this do for us. 
I eel like you are trying to bully us. 

45 This is equivalent to council rates. Yet council rates pay for education, police etc. No way does £825 give 
value to landlords/tenants 

46 Fee seems very excessive. Is in line with £825 for a 5 tenant hmo, though hmo would make 3/4 times 
income and require more resources to inspect. 

47 How can you justify £825 for one visit to a property and writing up a license? This equates to almost two 
and a half times the monthly rental value of my property, which is ridiculous. I have HMO licenses in 
Brighton where the rent is ten times more than my properties in Leeds and the license in Brighton is 
cheaper! My properties are provided in top condition with all necessary safety certificates, but if this 
comes in I will be forced to sell both my properties in the area as they just wouldn't be economically 
viable. This will mean that the single mothers on benefits that have happily lived in both my properties 
for many years will be regrettably forced out of their homes. 

48 I am a private landlord of one property in beeston. I used to live there myself, it is not my business. I use 
an agency to manage the property and the rent charged covers the mortgage I have on the property. I 
simply cannot afford £825 for a license. If this was introduced, I would strongly consider selling up and 
that would leave my current (good) tenant without a home. Why am I being penalised for running a 
decent property with no current issues? Why do I have to pay £825 to provide paperwork that already 
exists e.g gas safety certificate? 

49 Seems like a stealth tax. Also, per property? Landlords owning more than one need to pay each time? 
But it will be the same good/bad landlord. 

50 A somewhat top heavy fee; bearing no relation to fair and honest cost of set up, admin and visitation. 

51 Most landlords aren't living life of Riley. Don't have a Ferrari and can't afford the bare essentials. We're 
mostly just locals getting blame for bad agents. 

52 The LRS is the better scheme, but needs better investment and understanding by the local authority. 
Key issues would be that LRS requires membership and classes with another body, which becomes 
problematic with those that are not internet savvy, or do not speak/understand English very well, as alot 
of landlords are first generation Asian in these areas. The 825 mentioned is way out of kilter. This 
estimate seems to be plucked from thin air. Extra costs (fees, cost of improvements, cost of time for 
extra admin) will either be passed onto the tenant, or property/landlord shall be removed from market. 

53 This is a ridiculous sum of money, especially if it is per property. 

54 Far too much for little results. The same problems are still there in ls9 which it was meant to improve. 
Anti social and fly tipping is still going on in ls9 

55 It’s a ridiculous charge. I am more inclined to sell my properties and instead continue to invest in other 
cities instead who do not charge such an exorbitant fee. 

56 A good landlord like me, who sticks to the rules and invests time and effort in his/her property will be 
forced to pay for poor landlords. I have three flats in the same building. I will have to pay £2475.00. I 
would rather spend this on renewing and renovating my property than council red tape. 

57 Far far too high. Only will be passed onto tenants. 

58 When you look round the country at selective licensing schemes charges vary between £150 for 5 years 
to almost £2000.00, I would like this explaining in plain English. Further there has never been a 
government asessment/ report of the effectiveness or not of schemes, when you are charging such high 
fees for a service it surly should be under closer scrutiny in demonstrating best value? 
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59 See above comments   

60 The cost is not proportionate to what the landlord will get out of this. It seems the only person 
benefitting is the Council and as normal the hit being taken by the landlord. 

61 Rental standard requires membership of landlord body. This costs 100 per year. Many many landlords in 
both areas have 1 or 2 properties, seems to undermine independent spirit in favour of big business. 
Totally wrong. 

62 In light of my comments above, I do not agree with selective licensing and therefore do not agree with 
the £825 per property. This is another form of tax. 

63 please see above 

64 It is unreasonable to request all the good landlords to pay out for the bad landlords. 

65 Landlords can only pay for this from rental income. Therefore rent will go up and lead to more tenants 
losing their homes as they can’t pay the bills. 

66 As a private landlord of one house in Beeston that I look after & rent out to a friend, I feel I would be 
unfairly penalised by having to buy a license. 

67 Not workable with low yielding area 

68 Way out of kilter 

69 I pay that on a hmo. With yield that far outstrips the back to back make up of Beeston/Harehills. Just not 
worth it. 

70 After all costs I only make £2000 a year on my property. The reason I have a property in Leeds is as this 
was my home. I now rent this out due to moving around for my husbands work (military) and these 
costs are very expensive and would not make it cost effective for me to rent out the property. 

71 This will drive rents up. 

72 This cost is disproportionate and will adversely affect the landlords and will lead to rent increase. The 
poor and deprived tenants will be victim of this draconian scheme. Council shouldn’t try to increase 
their income through this back door. 

73 There has been no transparency on how the inflated figure of £825 per house was derived. Similar 
schemes in London, where house values start at £300,000 were on average £400 for a 5 year licence. 
Rents there are typically £1200-1500 per month. In contrast house values in the areas of Leeds that are 
being mentioned are around £50000-60000 with a typical rent around £400. Extra costing of 
implementing licence conditions, would make it unaffordable as every area has a ceiling rent. The 
council already charges a fee when they go to enforcement, so this proposal is crazy 

74 very expensive 

75 This will impact the rental costs, in an area like Beeston, a majority of people are working minimum 
wage and/or on the breadline. This cost per property will hike up the rental price and nobody will want 
to rent in Beeston and this will be left with empty properties and landlords selling up. 

76 Fee is crazy 

77 If existing, surely you already showing a willingness to comply and be a responsible landlord. 

78 Fees should not be used to mitigate redundancies. LCC budget is over stretched, SL should not be used 
to pay for housing officers. 

79 Inexplicable. Fees are not there to plug funds. 

80 this is just another tax , we the good landlords will be pushed to pass on the cost to tenants , i personally 
will have to lay off staff as the cost for 10 property and hassle for a 71 year old is more than i want at 
this time in my life, i might have to sell up. 

81 This would mean I would be losing 2months rent if these fees come in. I don't make a great deal on 
these lettings after paying management fees,and mortgages. A lot of the tenants only want 6 months 
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letting and when they leave there is all the expense of cleaning the property and decorating and usually 
new carpets. So to lose two months rent would be financially difficult for me. 

82 As per recent court judgement, this could be illegal. https://www.landlordsguild.com/judges-rule-
councils-hmo-licence-fees-unlawful/ 

83 Cost makes it hard to make a profit 

84 Another tax on landlords 

85 There is no justification to charge £850.00 per 5 year period. This is a totally unacceptable fee 

86 Totally out of space 

87 £825 per property seems extremely steep. How is this figure derived ? Similar schemes in London 
appear to be significantly cheaper in proportion to the cost of the properties and the rent derived. This 
is the equivalent of 2 months rent in Leeds, and would result in the costs being passed on to tenants. 
This money would be better spent on repairs and maintenance. 

88 Huge amount for nothing it is money making idea only for the Leeds city council 

89 extortion,total rip off gatehead around £550 why £825 disgusting,will have to put up rent by £20 to 
recover the cost and no doubt other costs to get it to licensing standard,the property i rent out is in 
better condition than my own privately owned house. 

90 As above 

91 As above 

92 As above the tenants that no-one else will take have to live somewhere. Society has changed over the 
years with more availability and a wider variety of drugs meaning that it's the people who are the 
problem as well as the landlords. Someone else will need to house all these people if rogue landlords 
aren't there. It will be great for Beeston if the landlords are forced to improve or sell (and some are 
already talking of shifting their stock) but who would want to buy all those back to back houses? Are we 
going to create an empty property problem? Having said all that, I have no answers, I just know that a 
lot of the residents need as much action taken against them as the landlords. The landlords and tenants 
and as bad as each other. 

93 You already have the departments and people in place to do the job you have said is requested without 
this fee 

94 £825 per property seems extremely steep. Similar schemes in London appear to be significantly cheaper 
in proportion to the cost of the properties and the rent derived. This is the equivalent of 2 months rent 
in Leeds, and would result in the costs being passed on to tenants. This money would be better spent on 
repairs and maintenance. 

95 Is this charge intended as a deterrant to "bad" Landlords, if so it will not work, a system of Inspection of 
private rented properties done by the Council, without notice, would be a far better option. 

96 how do you get these figure of £825 similar schemes are around £400 even in London this would 
increase rent to pay for licence cost. 

97 Incredible amount 

98 Why not ask for 5000. Its ridiculous 

99 If this is implemented we would sell the property. It’s already our least profitable property. If the 
tenants wish to stay we could offer them the option of paying it. 

100 There is no new service being provided. Especially something that's worth £825. Isn't that what council 
tax goes towards? Running the council and it's services. 

101 Licencing fee is excessive, this would erase any profit that landlords make on those properties, making 
even more difficult for them to maintain the property to an acceptable standard. 

102 £8250 for 10 properties. Where should we get this money from? 
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103 Why should a landlord have to take a burden of the fees, 1 as a private landlord of 2 properties we had 
to pay mortgage then on top electric,gas and maintenance to do.  We are not making that much to 
afford the fees It’s like council had agreed with the big player in housing to kill small landlord like us  

104 Massively inflated fee in comparison to rental. 

105 I just can't see how it will benefit my investors 

106 Landlords already know how to make their houses liveble but why are good landlords getting done for 
rogue landlords. 

107 The level of fee is outrageously high. I live in London. No London borough is charging landlords more 
than £650 per property, and rents are higher in London than they are in Leeds. The proposed charge of 
£850 is extortionate. 

108 £825! For nothing! You're trying to rip me off! 

109 The discount is irrelevant as you still pay these organisations. In addition if my property is already up to 
standard then neither option benefits me. I'm simply paying for a piece of paper to say - you passed. I'm 
just going through 2 sets of checks instead of 1. More paperwork, more admin more cost. 

110 I hardly make any money as it is after paying the mortgage, gas safety, insurance, voids and 
maintenance.  It’s not fair that I get billed more when I’m not a rogue landlord. If you bring selective 
licensing in, I won’t be buying any more rental properties in Beeston.  It simply won’t be worthwhile as 
an investment anymore.  If every landlord does the same, who’s going to fill your housing shortfall then? 

111 It’s going to cost a lot of money and still won’t sort out the bad from thevgood 

112 The proposed amount is way higher than other councils charge. 

113 Any fee is unwarranted. Filling council budget black hole is not responsibility of citizens 

114 I agree to the licensing being beneficial to push out rouge landlords and antisocial tenants but charging 
the fees to licence in the outset will cause many landlords to sell. Especially if they have many 
properties. I think propose a deadline to bring the properties to the standard they should be, install 
stricter referencing on tenants which should allow access to Leeds city council tenants references too. If 
the then a landlord fails to meet these then charge the licence fee and impose fines.   

115 See above. In addition, I feel that it is just another way to extract easy revenue from Landlords. I myself 
shall be looking to increase rents in order to cover the cost of selective licensing (something which i 
have not done in 8 years). 

116 I have one house split into three flats - that’s £2500 licence fee plus council tax at £1.2 per property -
that’s £6,000 a year to LCC. Rental returns are very low in Beeston at 280-330 per flat. Not sure how 
landlords are supposed to fund this. 

117 the fee would likely just cover administrative costs and not provide sufficient funds for policing the 
scheme and identifying those landlords who ignore the requirement for a licence. 

118 I believe its unreasonable it is unreasonable to demand of LL's such an amount with the false pretence it 
will improve the situation for tenants. However it will only make it more expensive for struggling tenants 
as rents will increase. Leading to more homelessness. 

119 Much more higher than Cross Green scheme and inflation hasn't raised that much. 

120 There has been no transparency on how the inflated figure of £825 per house was derived. Similar 
schemes in London, where house values start at £300,000 were on average £400 for a 5 year licence. 
Rents there are typically £1200-1500 per month. In contrast house values in the areas of Leeds that are 
being mentioned are around £50000-60000 with a typical rent around £400. Extra costing of 
implementing licence conditions, would make it unaffordable as every area has a ceiling rent.  There is 
no mention of how these fees would be structured, would they be split for different stages, would they 
be refundable if the landlord failed or withdrew from the licence process. There is also no mention on 
where these proceeds are to be used, as FOI has shown an inspection costs around £77 and 
administration per property would take 2 hours (@ £35 per hour). Which equates to £147, not the £825 
being mentioned. 
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121 A simple Tax that is a hardship for decent landlords and tenants , another LCC error . 

122 High in comparison to similar schemes 

123 I wasn't aware of the Leeds Rental Standard before this, I am glad that I have been made aware of it. 
However the discount for it doesn't seem large enough. I am dissuaded from applying to Leeds Rental 
Standard as it will cost me even more to do so. (£825 w/o LRS, or £675 + £400RLA (~£80x5years)). You 
see saving £150 when you're paying £400 doesn't seem like a good deal.  And yes I am aware of the 
support and perks of LRS. I would suggest either increasing the discount or decreasing the total fee. I will 
most likely join the RLA if this extra licensing cost doesn't get implemented, now that I know about it. 

124 Even if this was free, it is wrong foe these areas 

125 As we are compliant Landlords; LCC housing officers will be in our properties for a very short period of 
time. £825 is excessive. When compared to HMO license fee structure which is per property LCC seek to 
license per unit (studio flat, bedsit, one bedroom flat).  See comment in above field. 

126 Extremely expensive cost to inspect a property. 

127 Even if this was £1 this is a waste of resource 

128 If selective licensing was introduced, which I do not agree or support, the cost should be propionate to 
the rent and area. 
£825 is extremely high and does not justify the cost. The Leeds city council are exploiting and taking 
advantage where they have the power to do so. If the fees were £200, I think you will have the support 
and backing from 'good' landlords to help 

129 LL who already adhere to the standards set by HMO licensing or unipol should not have to pay such a 
high amount of money, to a system supposedly designed to catch rogue LL’s, which will not happen 

130 Disagree with fee. Would sell properties if introduced. 

131 Landlords are already struggling. More costs will increase empty properties and people will rent less 
houses and tenants will go to other areas as costs/rents will increase. 

132 I do not believe that £7-800 is in any way representative of the cost of sending a person round to check 
on the property to check that it is fit for people to live in and that I am a good landlord. If I was paying 
someone £800 I would expect nearly a week's worth of work to be done for me, not simply a 10 minute 
visit, that is far, far too expensive and completely unfair on my tenants - who will effectively be paying 
for it because I will have no choice but to increase my rent to cover the cost. 

133 All costs and extra work shall be recouped from tenants within 18 months. License cant restrain trade as 
landlords not locked into owning houses for 5 years. 

134 This fee structure is far too high especially for landlords with a large portfolio in these areas I can see 
this cost being passed on to the tenants who are also struggling to pay their rent. The running costs of 
rental properties keeps rising making this an added financial burden on landlords. Only the good 
landlords will suffer and possibly exit this market making way for more rogue landlords. It is a 
disgraceful way for the Council to make money 

135 I think this will force the landlords putting the price up, making more difficult for people to rent and 
being able to afford to rent. Furthermore the money gained from this doesn't seem to be planned to be 
invested towards improving renting house conditions.  Mandatory reference checks will make more 
difficult for people at disadvantage to rent, this should be up to the landlord if he wants to make 
professional enquirers. 

136 The massive fee proposed is a huge cost burden. The average rent in Beeston is circa £400! LCC already 
have powers of enforcement under HHHRS. They already have ownership details available via the land 
registry and occupancy details through council tax records. The proposed fee in my case is more than 
my years salary income after costs from the properties. How would you feel about handing over a years 
salary in fees?? I would have to sell off properties to pay it!! 

137 The fee will not be used to pursue the bad landlorsd which the council already know and should focus 
on 
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for Selective Licensing of £825 per property, with a discount of £150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard?  

138 Through freedom of information it has found that it cost on average Nottingham council £77 to inspect 
each property within SL.  A HMO landlord with 6 students paying £75 per week pays for 1 license.  A 
landlord within SL renting out 6 studio flats to people paying £75 or less per week will be charge £825 
x6.  The inspector will be in and out of the property within 90 minutes yet charge me £4050!!  I am 
looking at a bill of £27,000!! This money will have to come from raising rents. 

139 This measure in its proposed form would heavily penalise good landlords. To give an example, in one 
house that I own in Beeston, I have this year spent £3k on repairing the dormer, £1800 on a 
replacement boiler and £200 on a replacement extractor hood in the kitchen. If I have to pay the 
proposed registration fees for my 3 properties in Beeston, the profit margins will be so reduced that I 
will be seriously considering selling my properties. 

140 This is a massive overhead for good landlords, taking money out of the sector so that either rents have 
to rise or less capital is available for maintaining property to high standards. 

141 Good landlords should not be penalized, and there is no option but to pay. 

142 Whatever the level of any fees will ultimately be paid in due course by the tenants. Landlords simply can 
not pay this substantial amount which comes out of already very thin profit margins. LCC already have 
the tools to do all that can be achieved by a Selective Licensing Scheme. They may of course not have 
the resources in terms of money and staff, but that is not the purpose of Selective Licensing. 

143 The discount for landlords who are members of the Leeds Rental Standard should be far more 
significant, ie, 50 to 60%. The latter "rewards" responsible landlords and provides a greater incentive for 
responsible landlords who are not members to join. The latter would also be helpful to LCC in their 
efforts in identifying "rogue" landlords. The scheme could be even more radical by only charging Leeds 
Rental Standards landlords a small fee to cover LCC's administrative expenses. 

144 The cost is a joke just paying for LCC ADMIN FEES. For such a pointless scheme the cost is that high it 
should include rent arrears insurance for tenants and building insurance for the property as well as 
accidental cover for tenants. 

145 Tenants pay for everything I do, the rents will increase massively because of this. A minimum of approx 
£2000 pa/ property 

146 It will leave me at a disadvantage and I’ll be forced to put up rents and possibly have to sell up if the 
properties aren’t profitable. I am already struggling with increased government taxes attacking the 
private landlord. The discount is too small. I am already part of the RLA that offers much more for the 
landlord. 

147 This is an extortionate fee for a service which does not provide any benefit to law abiding landlords. 

148 The fee structure is unrealistic for small landlords. It is especially unrealistic for those who are socially 
and ethically focused already and offer accommodation to otherwise hard to place tenants, e.g. 
homeless people who have been assessed by the Housing dept. and meet set criteria. There is already 
an increased financial demand on managing our properties and a reduction in profit margins due to the 
struggles of some of the tenants and the socially sensitive and supportive approach we take.e.g. not 
taking bonds and offering extra social s=and housing support without costs being charged.  We would 
appeal against the decision to exclude all private landlords from exemption to the SL scheme. We 
believe there should be some exceptions, especially where the housing PSLS team are already inspecting 
and assessing properties before each new tenant moves in. 

149 Why should we have to pay the council 825 for admin costs when they already have people to do the 
job already. 

150 landlords shouldnt be penalised for the failure of council, police services nhs services and all other 
professional services 

151 It's not a discount i still have to pay to join them. I dont need them or get any benefit from them. 

152 i use an agent who tells me everything so why do i need to waste money joining this scheme. 

153 LRS are a waste of money. I can find everything from my agent. 

154 i will put my rent up to recover my losses 
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15. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed fee structure 
for Selective Licensing of £825 per property, with a discount of £150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard?  

155 In order to raise standards any such scheme should be free and training could be provided at cost price. 
This give Landlords better incentives. Provide a better open door policy and an advice surgery for 
Landlords without the constant threat of being penalised by LCC! 

156 IT IS THE PRINCIPLE AND THE COUNCIL'S AGENDA BEHIND THE PROPOSAL FOR SELECTIVE LICENSING 
THAT SHOULD BE UNDER SCRUTINY, NOT THE FEE STRUCTURE, BECAUSE PLUS OR MINUS £150 IS 
NEITHER HERE NOR THERE! 

157 It is no benefit. 

158 If it's such a good scheme why dont the councillors use it? 

159 fee is too high cannot afford to license all properties at once, been operating in the area for 20 years. 
Fee should be reduced to £150 - £250 

 

 

16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below (120) 

1 i think it’s improtant that something is done to get rid of slum and rogue landlords. our former 
neighbours lived in squall our because their landlord allowed it. my husband and i on the other hand do 
not operate in this way yet i feel we will have to pay for everyone else’s wrong doing. 

2 Use existing HMO licensing powers to deal with issues. 

3 Should be all area's of Leeds should it happen. 

4 As stated above 

5 See above. 

6 You do not need to charge every single landlord £825.00 per property to police the few landords who 
cause problems 

7 Selective licensing in Cross Green was probably the right thing to do but now the economic landscape 
has changed so much that landlords will be completely unable to justify the cost and burden selective 
licensing causes. 

8 No need for selective licensing. 

9 as previous. It's all about enforcement and who should fund it. Not sure why good private landlords 
should pay for the councils proposed enforcement activities. Will social landlords in the area pay the 
same ? I doubt it. It is therefore discriminatory and unfair in it's targetting. 

10 Sceptical about the success. Unfair to target specific areas, if it has to happen, do it across the whole of 
Leeds. 

11 See above 

12 Licensing conditions seem to be quite exhaustive; with more hours having to be allocated to simply 
administrate. Both areas are multicultural, so extra costs shall be incurred in communicating further 
information into foreign languages. 

13 An extensive list of requirements (some of which are legally required anyway). More work/costs=higher 
rents. Higher rents which shall further diminish relationship with poorer tenants. 

14 Very exhaustive list. Especially dealing with different cultures and backgrounds. 

15 Immigration always leads to challenge on house and resource. Increase of obsticals only make this issue 
worse. 

16 I don't agree with it at all..Jus to take more money away from landlords..which leads to landlords 
increasing thier rent much higher 
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16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

17 There are no great increase on asb/environment in the last 5 years, than preceding 10 years. Only 
difference being cutting of council funding. 

18 The issue of ASB predominantly comes from housing associations. They are not affected by selective 
licensing. 

19 The cost will push landlords out of the market. We will start issuing notices to quit and sell our 
properties - which is what your plan is 

20 I resent the interference into a business that I have successfully run for many years. It is actually my 
property not yours. Can i suggest that you manage your own housing to a standard ie 
Middleton/Seacroft before interfering in our properties. Can I also add that in these areas it is arguably 
lower in standard compared to Beeston. LCC already have a Selective licensing area in Cross Green & 
East End Park. This resulted in tenants just being told no at proposal stage who then went on to 
Bramley/Armley etc 

21 All landlords and agents should be maintaining their properties to a high standard anyway, they should 
already be abiding by the conditions specified and keep their properties in good order. This should 
happen irrespective of any proposed licensing. 

22 if you make one person responsible for anothers actions that just encourages the other person to feel 
free to flout the laws, also my house (owned and managed) are all up to standard when the tenant 
moves in but rarely are when they move out as they do not look after them some live like pigs, how is 
that my responsibility as they say you can lead a horse to water!! 

23 Bad landlords are in the minority. They need to be targeted. Where there is poor housing standards the 
council should act whatever the area. You will never up just reducing the availability of decent property 
to rent. If this were introduced I would be forced to sell my studio flat at a massive loss, probably in an 
auction. Why should decent landlords whose properties are well managed have to pay this price? 

24 Conditions seem excessive. Requiring professional landlords rather than someone who has to work. I 
have let my property to people who fail credit checks or have issues with references. This discretion 
allows people to be housed. 

25 Authority have strong raft of powers to enforce safety, can easily recoup expenses through 
enforcement. License conditions seem to overreach. Social control is not the remit of the landlord. If it 
was, Leeds City Council would be liable for their red light district. 

26 Should include the whole of Beeston and Holbeck 

27 Will cause higher rents, lower avaiability and destabilise the already mixed community. Part of renting is 
mobility, its a key advantage of this tenure. 

28 Things like right to rent and passport checks make tenants from abroad feel like second class citizens. 

29 Let’s be blunt here, this is a money making scam, we all know Leeds City Council’s coffers are empty. 
And yet, which such a long waiting list for a Council house, you should be giving landlords all the help 
they need to help provide - and help you provide - much needed housing locally. 

30 I do not agree 

31 Each landlord in the country is responsible for there own house. Don’t need the council to be involved. 
There are already regulations in place. This scheme brings nothing else but additional costs and benefits 
to Council in revenue. If tenants have issues, they can contact Council thenmselves to investigate 

32 Removes discretion of landlord to home people, migrants, social tenants, single parents. Who are 
undesirable from a business sense, but catered for with starter homes with lower rents. Social housing is 
just not available to pick up the slack. 

33 Licensing will not help council just trying to pass the responsibility to landlords 

34 It was donevas a racist decision against romainians. This is anti gypsy racism 

35 Resources and cost of SL will push landlords out of business or more likely to go down HMO route. 
Leading to higher rents and a destabilised community. Not a well thought out plan. 
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16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

36 The cost is completely unjustified. 

37 I don’t mind providing evidence that I am running the property appropriately and the house is fit for 
tenants but I completely disagree with being charged an extortionate fee for it. I already comply with all 
legislation, what in addition does this achieve? 

38 No evidence shows that SL of PRS tackles ASB and Environmental issues. Though there is evidence 
showing a blanket labelling of areas as problematic, only drives down values and aspirations. Private 
sector has pushed improvements in these areas; double glazing, central heating, fitted kitchens, 
replastering; secure doors etc have been pushed by PRS not social housing. 

39 It is galling that no provision is made for mental issues. As a resident then landlord with depression and 
bipolar disorder, I can empathise with tenants who struggle. Licensing conditions could interpret this as 
ASB and make it less likely landlords even offer their properties for vulnerable people in these areas. 
Local authorities have done nothing in these areas. 

40 Conditions will make housing people with mental health and dependency issues even less attractive. 
Fear of being prosecuted for someone with untreated issues, symptoms often showing as anti 
social/environmental issues, will preclude vulnerable tenants from even getting a property. 

41 I disagree with these 2 areas being targeted. If it is proposed then it needs to be the whole of leeds not 
majority of properties in areas of majority of ethnic minority 

42 As above. Good landlords will be paying for poor landlords. 

43 Most are already met by landlords. Making list more onerous for PRS when social housing is the culprit 
for ASB seems hypocritical. 

44 Councils already have powers that cover most of what is proposed, if there are the problems you state 
can you tell me how many banning orders have been secured against poorly performing landlords? 

45 Every area in every city has good areas and bad areas. I have properties in other cities and the council 
have not considered what LcC are doing. This is completely stupid and will cause more issues, more 
properties being sold and the increase being charged to tenants. 

46 Licensing does not seem to push on anything new. Landlords already do most of whats on list. ASB and 
Flytipping is not something that is actually enforceable. Just alot of rhetoric. 

47 Please see my comments above. 

48 Can you prove how you will help the situation 

49 I think the area my house is in is a family friendly area and don’t see why you are blanketing the whole 
area. 

50 My house is in a nice area so I would like to see the justification as to why it has been included in the 
selective licensing area 

51 Please consider restricting to landlords of more than one property. I rent my house to a friend, which is 
not much different to renting to a family member. 

52 Conditions are already covered 

53 Not the right method to achieve improvement 

54 Conditions already met in other legislation. No need for license 

55 Will produce extra work with very little benefit. 

56 Leeds does have a vast resource of decent landlords and others who have had to let out their homes 
due to affordability. Though not as professional or as organised as more established corporate 
landlords, their housing has plugged the gap in social housing. Rents raised by these small scale 
landlords invariably stay within the local area and are reinvested into it. 

57 I feel that genuine landlords are being targeted over rouge landlords. 
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16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

58 Safety is covered in existing regulation. Issue of reference maybe problem. Benefit claimant and Foreign 
applicants have no credit 

59 I agree properties do need to be maintained to a minimum standard whether furnished or not. 

60 Conditions have no real connection to issues they are there to tackle. 

61 Stricter referencing + credit checking and immigration will make houses empty and tenants homeless. 

62 not at all we are aware there are bad landlords and fraudulent land lords who rent property out and do 
not pay tax but this is not the solution to impose selective licensing.cost will have to passed on to 
tenants , there is not only the fee but compliance cost . 

63 I understand there are some bad landlords out there but I think its very unfair to penalise good 
landlords like myself. 

64 Seacroft and Holbeck are far worse off than Harehill and Beeston 

65 EU and LHA tenants have huge issues getting proper referencing. Leading to many people being evicted. 

66 Will cause more problems than it solves 

67 There is enough legislative powers currently in place (through HHSRS) for local authorities to take action 
against poorly maintained properties 

68 Other measures can result in better fairer results 

69 There is little to no clarity involved - what are the conditions, and why would you even consider this, 
unless it was purely a revenue raising exercise?  

70 money grab plain and simple then you will extend it to everywhere as an excuse.why beeston?surely 
under existing laws things can be done without putting up extra costs. 

71 As above 

72 Is there a robust risk management plan in place for this project which provides mitigation for the risks of 
landlords selling up, people not wishing to buy the houses, empty properties, alternative provision for 
very dysfunctional population in the areas? Landlords are already talking of selling up because of the 
change in tax laws. This will further impact on all landlords, good and bad. If the long term government 
initiative is the try to change society where everyone encouraged to own their own home then fine but 
consideration need to be given that many people will never own a home no matter how cheap they 
become and the fact that we don't have enough social housing. Enforcing landlords to be decent is very 
positive but decent respectable landlords do not and will never house many of the tenants currently 
housed by rogue landlords. 

73 We as landlords already work to the required standards without this license 

74 There is little to no clarity involved - what are the conditions, and why would you even consider this, 
unless it was purely a revenue raising exercise ? 

75 Everything is already common practice, we dont need affiliation and fees to prove that 

76 Conditions do nothing to affect flytipping or asb. 

77 Make rogue landlords join it. Or agencies. There are so many landlords who are renting properties 
because they are in negative equity or people like us who are doing it for a pension but not making huge 
profit. 

78 Another tax for absolutely no reason. 

79 it will make these areas slums , private residents will move out , finance to buy will dry up. you will 
create a bigger problem than you are trying to cure 

80 No tangible benefit to the landlords that already offer a good service. You still will not catch the rogue 
landlords. How often are you going to visit -once in 5 years so after your inspection a landlord can ignore 
the property for almost 5 years 
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16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

81 We all know it’s just a fundraising scam to fill the empty LCC coffers. 

82 As above 

83 A blanket provision covers all types of property. More modern houses should be exempt because they 
are not usually so run down. Older houses can be targeted under the existing Regeneration programme 

84 As above. 

85 Simply not required current housing scheme targeting rogue LL's is good enough. 

86 A perfunctory consultation seems to be taking place, whereby other options to alleviate the social issues 
raised have not been promoted, looked at or even mentioned. It seems LCC are quite determined on 
this. The fact that most stakeholders In Harehills and Beeston, those who do not use email, or those 
who don’t speak English as a first language have been left in the dark emphasises how flawed this 
process has been. 

87 hit the poorest area's first ... seems just right for LLC . 

88 Already in standard practice. 

89 I agree with the proposed conditions and are what all landlords should be ensuring anyway. My let flat is 
in The Greenhouse and large portions of these conditions are looked after by the management company 
for the building and not by individual landlords. 

90 These are in place 

91 Leeds city council already have powers to impose on Landlords to evict problem anti-social tenants. 
Engage Leeds, Housing options all advise tenants to stay put during evictions which cost landlords ££'s 
thousands of pounds in court proceedings, rent arrears and damage.  Bad tenants then move on to 
another area, property.  Fly tipping - As a Leeds rental standard member I can access the waste site on 
Kirkstall road. However LCC have restricted the waste to 4x bagged general household waste.  Landlords 
are in the proposed SL areas daily. We can pick up waste that our tenants have left and take it to the tip. 
However the council are restricting our access to the tip which then costs decent landlords ££'s in skip 
fees.  Irresponsible Landlords will fly tip this waste. Prosecute fly tippers. Do spot checks on vans for 
waste carries licenses.  Demolish bin yards, create communal waste sites like in Holbeck.  Make it easier 
for LRS members to get rid of our tenants waste.  I used to often pick up fly tipped waste around Leeds 
and take it to the tip. I cant do that anymore because LCC have restricted what I can take. I now report 
fly tipping to the council for the council to come and remove.  Property conditions - the conditions listed 
in the license are already mandatory.  LCC have powers to enforce maintenance works.   Prosecute non 
compliant Landlords. 

92 I don't see any need for selective licensing in these areas. 

93 Has not led to improved outcomes in areas that have already had this. 

94 I think the boundary proposed for both beeston and harehills is covering a very large area. I think leeds 
city council need to review the area and boundary and reduce the size, so that it covers the areas that 
really needs it and secondly but more importantly the area is manageable for the council. There is no 
point have a really large area, where the council know is 70% all rentals, impacting every landlord, 
generating income for LCC, but Leeds city council have no resources to manage. I have first hand 
experience of the over-stretched resources LCC has and the pressure of work load right now. This will 
only make things more difficult. 

95 The conditions should already be part of your standard operating procedures 

96 Already up to standard. some good & some bad. 

97 I will stop working and renting property in the areas. 

98 I do not agree that it will help residents at all and will just lead to increased rents, which tenants in those 
areas cannot afford. It may begin to attract more affluent people if the rents are higher but then that is 
pricing out those with less money and the more vulnerable. In Beeston the majority of people I have had 
viewing my house have been single mothers who cannot afford an extra £10-20 a month on top of rents 
as they just do not have the funds. They also very often do not have references as they have often been 
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16. Free text comments submitted to the question, To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions 
for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

staying with family and this will force me to not rent to them which I would not like to do but these 
plans will leave me no choice. 

99 Some properties shall be sold, the rest shall have rent increases (including increases for properties in 
other areas) Meaning more unavoidable upheaval for my tenants. 

100 As the comments above in section 15 

101 I think this will force the landlords putting the price up, making more difficult for people to rent and 
being able to afford to rent. Furthermore the money gained from this doesn't seem to be planned to be 
invested towards improving renting house conditions.  Mandatory reference checks will make more 
difficult for people at disadvantage to rent, this should be up to the landlord if he wants to make 
professional enquirers. 

102 Most but not all tenants are unable to provide written references and landlords are unwilling to provide. 
This is Beeston, not the city centre. I do not ask for written references, most of mine are by 
reccomendation.  I find it far more effective to phone a previous landlord and conduct an interview with 
the prospective tenant involving social media as well and make a decision based on years of experience. 
If a written reference was a licence condition half my properties would be empty!! I have never had to 
evict a tenant in 10 years of being a landlord. 

103 This system penalises every landlord and should in fact be used just for the bad landlords 

104 Leeds City Council already have the powers in place to prosecute landlords that fail to meet minimum 
standards.  That is what the HHSRS 29 Hazards of health is for. LCC have powers to prosecute fly tipping, 
ASB LCC are asking landlords to fund the administration so LCC so police the bad landlords.  This will 
cause a dis-incentive for any new investment in Beeston.  Landlords will look to invest else where. The 
people most effected will be the tenants when there rent goes up to pay for the license. 

105 As a landlord who considers meeting these conditions as standard, I feel very strongly that the Council 
should be targeting those who do not, without penalising landlords who do. 

106 Again, good landlords such as us should not be obliged to pay large amounts of money when they do 
not make a profit themselves. 

107 For all the reasons stated above and that follow in the next paragraph. 

108 Please see answers to the questions above 

109 It will no way improve anything Harehills and Beeston will remain socially deprived inner city areas no 
poxy scheme will help this at all. It will only help LCC by brining in more revenue and make things worse 
for landlords and tenants. The cost will be passed to tenants and cause a higher eviction rate. 

110 Tenants pay for everything I do, the rents will increase massively because of this. A minimum of approx 
£2000pa/ property 

111 I completely disagree. The rogue landlords will continue to do what they want and will avoid detection 
at any cost. The good landlord will pay for no benefit whatsoever. My tenants will lose out by paying for 
this through increased rents and not receive any benefits. All my properties are renovated to a very high 
standard and I reference them as well. 

112 All my properties are of a high standard and already meet and exceed the standards set by the council. I 
do not see why I have to pay £825 when my properties already comply. 

113 I do not understand the nature of this question fully!!! The conditions that need to be met before 
Housing Act 2004 SL's can be introduced are clearly present in Beeston and Harehills in varying degrees. 
However, I do not agree with the premise that private sector landlords and accommodation are the 
causes of most of these issues of concern. The social concerns and emotional, mental health of people 
and issues to do with addictions and poverty are multifaceted and housing is only one of these factors. I 
also believe that there are already adequate legal tools available to challenge and deal with most 
housing issues and poor landlord issues without needing to forcibly license every single landlord with 
fees of £825 per property. The effect of taking all that money out of good enough landlords businesses 
leaves them less able to competently do their jobs and continue to provide good enough 
housing/accommodation. 
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for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

114 The council needs to go after bad landlords who don't look after their houses. Instead they are fining the 
good landlords and putting them in the same bracket as the bad landlords. 

115 I cannot fix the problems you say - crime or fly tipping or anti social behaviour as they all happen out on 
the street not in my houses. If a tenant is bad i just get them to leave. I dont have the time for these 
problems. 

116 a waste of money, my tenants will be very angry if i ask them for all this money. 

117 we not benefiting anything from it the council will 

118 What is the evidence base that licensing will improve the area. If a street and roads looks nice to begin 
with then everything else will follow. How about LCC working with the probation service on providing 
painting, cleaning and repair service in the marked areas, along side with those few landlords (who and 
wherever they are) driving up safety standards. A lot of private tenants want private landlords because 
of the service they provide and tenants they provide. One tenant told me she avoids council and housing 
associations because of the type of tenants. 

119 SEE BELOW 

120 You will not find the bad landlords & only anger the good ones like me. The tenants will pay for your 
charge. Everyone is using the words Tenant Tax because the tenants will have to pay for your 
administration. I will pass all of this cost on. I will probably stop letting to tenants on benefits as they will 
not be able to pay. 

 

 

17. Free text comments submitted to the question, Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our 
proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below (118) 

1 i think something needs to be done to regain control as some landlords do not care about the conditions 
that their tenants are living in and the disgusting environment that leads to the neighbourhood looking 
less than desirable. 

2 It is a way for the council to make lots of money. The proposed cost is almost the same as band A 
council tax.  Small private landlords will be forced out of the market. The social housing stock will not be 
able to cope the surge in tenants without a home in these two areas. Most of the anti social behaviour 
issues come from people living in LCC social housing (same applies to Middleton, Belle Isle, Hunslet) 
therefore will not reduce it. 

3 I am a responsible landlord and feel this is just another tax. 

4 I think there will be a lot of landlords who will sell the properties and there will be even less properties 
for rent 

5 See above. 

6 You do not need to charge every single landlord £825.00 per property to police the few landords who 
cause problems 

7 as above 

8 No need for selective licensing. 

9 as above 

10 It puts landlords in these areas at a disadvantage. 

11 Licensing seems to absolve tenants of their personal and social responsibility. As an extension, it also 
seems to absolve the council of providing a proper environmental + anti social behaviour services. 

12 Tenants and public bodies need to take some responsibility for their own actions. Landlords are not 
police and provide a valuable resource to the area. 

13 No evidence shown why this is required in these areas. 
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proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

14 As above. 

15 I will be taking this much further.. no totally disagree with these types of legislations your trying to 
impose on us 

16 Proposal put forward without alternatives makes consultation seem quite perfunctory 

17 Driven by political dogma not common sense 

18 I resent the interference into a business that I have successfully run for many years. It is actually my 
property not yours. Can i suggest that you manage your own housing to a standard ie 
Middleton/Seacroft before interfering in our properties. Can I also add that in these areas it is arguably 
lower in standard compared to Beeston. LCC already have a Selective licensing area in Cross Green & 
East End Park. This resulted in tenants just being told no at proposal stage who then went on to 
Bramley/Armley etc 

19 See point 16, strongly agree. It is becoming more costly to be a private landlord in Beeston, because 
rents are capped, tenants are on low income or Housing Benefit. Landlords have had additional costs 
imposed on them by the gov, such as special stamp duty, removal of tax relief on business mortgages, 
and mortgage interest is now on the increase. 

20 doesn't address the issue just removes the councils responsibility and passes it onto landlords , You 
need to address it but the problem is not within households its out on the streets, as the recent spate of 
firebombing is proving 

21 Beeston seems no worse than Holbeck, Hyde Park or Burntofts. 

22 Landlords with a poor record or those reported should have to pay licensing fees as well as fines, not 
those doing a good responsible job. 

23 Licensing would be problematic for most accidental landlords. Stuck with a house that is in negative 
equity. Positive impact has been greatly exaggerated. 

24 Problem tenants will over spill into neighbouring Holbeck, and Cross Green when landlords remove 
properties from the market. Undermining LCCs neighbourhood approach, illustrating the Jekyll and Hyde 
thinking of the Council. 

25 My tenants are mostly housing benefit claimants. Because of freezing of housing benefit, non reduction 
of empty home council tax, and short average tenancies, I would be unable to afford to pay any 
additional costs, and would probably sell up and move to another area of the country. I already maintain 
my housing stock to a high standard. My return on investment has dropped substantially over the last 
seven years. 

26 Selective licensing is not a magic bullet. It has far reaching negatives that council do not wish to explore 
for their own pecuniary advantage. 

27 Far better to promote improvements via partnership and enforcement (which council has many 
powers). 

28 It’s a rip off. You’re just trying to extort more money. It’s unnecessary for most landlords. 
It’s a blanket punishment for all, when probably only 2-5% of landlords are rogues and actually need 
dealing with. 

29 Each landlord in the country is responsible for there own house. Don’t need the council to be involved. 
There are already regulations in place. This scheme brings nothing else but additional costs and benefits 
to Council in revenue. If tenants have issues, they can contact Council thenmselves to investigate 

30 Better measures should be promoted. Licensing is a last stop, little has been done in real terms to 
promote better options 

31 Subject to comments above. 

32 Fails to take into account changing economic and social landscape. Higher overheads and interest rates 
and impact of brexit on european tenants will affect areas negatively. 
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33 To me this is discriminating and penalising good landlords and will actually deter people from investing. 
As mentioned this is not a business for me, I simply rent the property out at a rate to cover the 
mortgage and associated expenses (insurance/certificates etc) 

34 Most laws already rules already seem to exist and aren't acted upon. I would rather see more action 
under existing rules. 

35 A misguided scheme would pass on heavy costs of fees, finance and workload to tenants without 
rectifying issues it sets out to. 

36 Vulnerable tenants not accounted for. Fees and extra hoops you must jump through make it a lot less 
likely to get a home and more likely you would lose your home. As a landlord who has suffered from 
these issues. This policy is a kick in the teeth. 

37 Landlords have to absorb cost of extra taxation, interest rate rises, uncertain tenant issues (large 
european community + brexit=very uncertain times). Some landlords will pass this headache onto an 
agent, most of whom are compliant, but strictly do not take "dss" tenants. Removing whole sections of 
current housing from poor, elderly and vulnerable tenants. 
Decreasing affordable/available properties, increasing demand will lead to more homeless tenants or 
tenants in emergency housing. Which is neither pleasant for the tenant nor cheap for the local 
authority. 

38 Selective Licensing will be a further measure to hurt Landlords, adding to other considerable legislation 
introduced by the Government over the past 2-3 years.  This will mean there will be less landlords, and 
those that stay as landlords will look to increase rents to help cover the increased costs.  The tenants 
will ultimately feel the pain of the increased rents, and also the reduced amount of rental properties 
available.  I feel this is simply a way for the council to make easy money by ripping off landlords.  I fully 
oppose the Selective Licensing. 

39 Points made above 

40 Blanket approach will suffocate areas. More strategic targeting would be a better use of monies. 

41 see above 

42 The council can work with landlords with charging them. All of my properties are of high standard in the 
area proposed and I spend a lot of money to achieve this. I am now being penalised for the very small 
selected people who do not maintain their property. Therefore this is not fair. 

43 Other options and methods are available. More needs to be done as there is no evidence to show SL 
even effects issues it is there to resolve. 

44 I think I have already covered this in my comments in Section 14. 

45 Punishing the good landlords 

46 Punish bad landlords and bad tenants only. Innocent until proven guilty should be the mantra. This is 
implying everyone is awful in the whole area and that simply isn’t the case. 

47 Can’t you introduce further checks on landlords without them having to buy a licence? 

48 Proposal seems to be poorly thought out. Just seems like rhetoric and could really shake the 
comminities 

49 Alternatives should be sought 

50 It is a bad and inefficient policy. Ultimately will cost tenants their homes. A seriously ill thought out 
proposal. 

51 As mentioned before. 

52 For example; a struggling home owner in Beeston, who loses his low skilled job, should have the option 
to retain his former home via renting it out, without the cost and burden of licensing. As this could 
feasibly lead to the loss of their home. This seems doubly unfair as a resident in a more affluent area 
would be more likely to find tenants, find alternative work and have no issue with licensing as it would 
not apply to them. 
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53 I very much disagree, I think it as community issue and not a landlord issue. 

54 Not workable. Not practical. 

55 Why just these two areas, surely it should be across the board. 

56 Gigantic potential in many small landlords to sell up (myself included). Making tenant homeless. 

57 It shall lead me and many like me to evict and sell. Not worth risk of criminal penalties for paltry rental 
return. 

58 it will put landlords out of business or move it underground , cost will have to passed on to tenants , 
there is not only the fee but compliance cost . 

59 I think yet again the Private Landlords are being hit again financially. Leeds City Council need ourselves 
to provided houses and I feel if this goes ahead you will see a lot of houses just boarded up with the 
Landlords just willing to pay the rates which would probable be cheaper. 

60 Interesting that you are targeting areas mainly owned by Asians and tenanted by EU citizens, and 
leaving worse areas that are owned and tenanted by white English people (Seacroft, Halton Moor, East 
Leeds, Holbeck) 

61 May be forced to sell up. Even if my properties ARE compliant, extra workload and issues being part of a 
slum would harm my other interests. 

62 Poorly thought out. Badly promoted consultation 

63 Without doubt this proposed fee WILL be passed on to the tenants. Many of these tenants are currently 
living VERY close to the edge of financial survival and a monetary increase will lead to financial and more 
importantly social melt down. Leeds has already a large number of mainly male homeless people but 
this will lead to families being evicted from their current home. 

64 Poor set of measures 

65 Again, why would you even consider this, unless it was purely a revenue raising exercise ? There seems 
to be little transparency, and the 'consultation' process appears to be little more than a box checking 
exercise for something that has already been decided by the Council. Have any other options to improve 
the area and the social issues been considered ? Why just Beeston and Harehills ? 

66 to blanket one area is discrimination plain and simple,selected postcode streets where things aren't 
upto standard,not this nonsense. 

67 It will punish the good landlords who are already participating in the country. Paying tax and providing 
homes. The bad landlords will just continue until caught out. 

68 I understand that Beeston and Harehills are priority neighbourhoods but it is slightly unfair that 
landlords have to pay extra just in those areas. There are rogue landlords across the city not just in 
those areas. If the licencing is brought out it should be all across Leeds as it's not a fair system. A fairer 
way to do this would be to inspect properties first before having to purchase licences and only those 
properties that did not pass the inspection be subject to licencing. If this happened people like me 
would 100% pass the inspection and not have to pay extra just because of the poor standards and 
behaviour of others. I work very hard to ensure that I recruit respectable tenants and maintain my 
property to a good standard 

69 This will stigmatise the area and all the residents for the sake of a few it will reduce the value of 
properties not only for landlords but for private tenants too 

70 Again, why would you even consider this, unless it was purely a revenue raising exercise ? There seems 
to be little transparency, and the 'consultation' process appears to be little more than a box checking 
exercise for something that has already been decided by the Council. Have any other options to improve 
the area and the social issues been considered ? Why just Beeston and Harehills ? 

71 It is a bad idea, will force good landlords out and result in a number of evictions. 

72 What do environment or asb teams do? Landlords are legally restricted. Doing more would constitute 
harassment 
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73 See above 

74 Waste of time. Solving one problem, creating a hundred more. 

75 As I have already said. There will only be 1 place we get the money from. 

76 It won't produce any improvements, for the reasons given above. 

77 Paper exercise to just bring in admin revenue. No benefit to the tenant or landlord. Minimum of 825 will 
be charged to the tenant in 1 lump sum. at the start of their tenancy. 

78 It won’t work. Rents will end up going up to recoup costs. 

79 As above. 

80 This will not target the cause of the problem, poor landlords and tenants 

81 I believe it will not achieve the objectives that are being used to justify its need. 

82 Leeds does have a vast resource of decent landlords and others who have had to let out their homes 
due to affordability. Though not as professional or as organised as more established corporate 
landlords, their housing has plugged the gap in social housing. Rents raised by these small scale 
landlords invariably stay within the local area and are reinvested into it. For example; a struggling home 
owner in Beeston, who loses his low skilled job, should have the option to retain his former home via 
renting it out, without the cost and burden of licensing. As this could feasibly lead to the loss of their 
home. This seems doubly unfair as a resident in a more affluent area would be more likely to find 
tenants, find alternative work and have no issue with licensing as it would not apply to them. 

83 We believe Landlords will benefit over the longer term as the population will be less transient and 
communities will build resilience which will reduce costs for them. 

84 I will sell in this area as the scheme penalises landlords without an up side 

85 I agree that tenants should be looked after and poor landlords should be held accountable. I feel The 
Greenhouse however does not suit selective licensing and should be exempt. Please see section 18 for 
full details. 

86 I shall sell up. Not worth extra work 

87 If the fee structure was more affordable, more fair when compared against student HMO landlords then 
more Landlords will get on board. Separate licensing studio flats, one bedroom flats when they are 
under the same roof, managed by the same landlord is excessive and unfair. 

88 I don't see any need for selective licensing in these areas. 

89 Time consuming waste 

90 I think the boundary proposed for both beeston and harehills is covering a very large area. I think leeds 
city council need to review the area and boundary and reduce the size, so that it covers the areas that 
really needs it and secondly but more importantly the area is manageable for the council. There is no 
point have a really large area, where the council know is 70% all rentals, impacting every landlord, 
generating income for LCC, but Leeds city council have no resources to manage. I have first hand 
experience of the over-stretched resources LCC has and the pressure of work load right now. This will 
only make things more difficult. 

91 LCC already have the powers to make rogue LLs comply with the standards required. This is just a money 
making exercise, exhorting money from LL’s who already maintain the required standard . 

92 LCC should concentrate on issues that count eg. road improvements, one way system on H-hills Lane & 
Road 
Tackle problems with litter/flytipping. Concentrate on those doing the tipping not those who get tipped 
on.  Will do more harm than good.  Tax on money. 

93 Not needed. 
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94 This will just lead to these areas of the city being labelled a slum and my mortgage provider will 
reconsider lending to me meaning I may have to sell the house and evict my tenants -that is definitely 
not going to help the people I currently rent to. 

95 Short sighted money making scheme 

96 As above comments in section 15 

97 I think this will force the landlords putting the price up, making more difficult for people to rent and 
being able to afford to rent. Furthermore the money gained from this doesn't seem to be planned to be 
invested towards improving renting house conditions. Mandatory reference checks will make more 
difficult for people at disadvantage to rent, this should be up to the landlord if he wants to make 
professional enquirers. 

98 see comments previously 

99 This system penalises every landlord and should in fact be used just for the bad landlords 

100 With current fee structure.  Charging a license per unit even tho it is managed and owned by the same 
landlord under the same roof.  How can I agree to paying 27k!! 

101 Agree strongly that landlords whose properties are sub-standard should subject to enforcement, but 
requiring all small landlords to pay the proposed registration fee will mean that some landlords will 
reduce the amount that they spend on maintenance, or will pass the cost on to tenants in terms of rent 
increases. 

102 The council already has the powers to target poor accommodation, neglectful landlords and and social 
problems tenants may have. This scheme would simply impose unnecessary costs on good landlords 
while poor landlords would continue to go under the radar. 

103 It will financially cripple us. We cannot put up the local LHA rate and charge more rent to cover the cost. 
That is set already. 

104 By strongly disagree I mean 100%. Selective Licensing will not achieve its supposed objectives. 1) It does 
not cover Council and other social LL.  2) The high cost approx. £15 month over the 5 years will largely 
be passed on to lower earning workers and those on Housing Benefits.  3) It will increase rent arrears 
and ultimately add to evections. Very often with the homeless tenants then falling back on LCC. 4) Some 
Landlords will choose to exit the market resulting in a reduction in properties for rent. They may well 
evict tenants so as to sell with vacant possession. 5) Welfare Reform & Universal Credit has already seen 
rent arrears more than double. This has lead to evictions, and Landlords not wanting to let to people on 
benefits. This is just a further unnecessary cost for Landlords and as I indicated likely paid by tenants. 6) 
LCC already have the Housing Act 2016, 140 Acts of Parliament and more than 400 regulations affecting 
landlords. They can impose Civil Penalties, Rent Repayment Orders, Banning Orders. 7) Government 
Database for Rogue Landlords and Letting Agents can be used by LCC. But how many have you put on 
this my information is ZERO. 8) By announcing the proposed Selective Licensing you have created 
uncertainty and a blight on the area. House prices which had been gently rising, will go into reverse. 
New Landlords will avoid the areas, or at least want cheaper prices. Exactly as has happened in the East 
End Park area. 9) I believe this is a money making exercise by LCC. 

105 Please see the answers to the questions above 

106 See comment above completely pointless money making idea. 

107 Tenants pay for everything I do, the rents will increase massively because of this. A minimum of approx 
£2000 pa / property 

108 If there’s a problem tenant, they will rent in a different area and so selective licencing has failed. The 
council and police already have a vast amount of powers. No new powers are justified. 

109 I am vehemently opposed to the plans for SL.  The reasons provided by LCC for considering SL are not 
issues that can be tackled by landlords or something they have any control over. Poor health & 
education is not a landlord issue. Both areas are heavily populated by migrants which serves to explain 
these problems. LCC has access to monies from the Controlling Migration Fund which should be used to 
tackle these issues. The two areas identified for SL are both described as the most densely populated. 
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The most obvious reason for this is due to the type of housing that exists in these areas. They are either 
all tightly packed 4 bed through terraces or back to backs. Clearly the area will be densely populated as 
there is a lack of large properties elsewhere. Also, the majority of tenants in these areas are foreign and 
have a culture of having large families. This is not something private landlords have any control over. 
LCC also houses large families. ASB is an issue which involves LCC tenant just as much as privately let 
tenants. This is a policing matter as landlords do not have any powers to control ASB. The ability for LCC 
to prosecute bad landlords for cleanup requests already exists. You don’t need SL to do this. 

110 It is my opinion that; This scheme misses the significant issues of austerity and the drastic reduction in 
public and voluntary agency support systems within these communities. Housing improvements for 
some tenants will not begin to address most of the concerns highlighted. Other strategies are needed 
and a change in our mental health care, social care and benefits system all need to be in the frame.This 
scheme also brings pressure to bear on good enough landlords and compromises their ongoing good 
work by taking away important income and investment money for the sake of registering to a scheme 
that is focused on poor landlords and problems of old housing stock. 
Moreover; 
Selective Licensing could easily LEAD TO: 
• Whole areas being "Slum Labelled" = Loss in the value of your home 
• Some banks do not lend in designated slums = Higher Mortgages payments & Insurance Premiums. 
• Fees and upgrades may cost Thousands = Higher Rents  
• Landlords forced to sell up = More EVICTIONS & Less housing available 
• Landlords pushed to police tenants = Less Privacy & Higher Rent 
• Stricter referencing + credit checks = Reduced availability of housing for the vulnerable & poor  
• Destabilising effect on growing communities 
• Council do NOT have extra housing or resources to deal with this fallout  

111 Why is it only the private landlords that have yo pay the 825 I have seen some council houses that are 
worse but they get off to the 825 payment 

112 council are more then welcome to inspect propertiws but shouldnt be harging the already strained 
landlords for doing so. 
just because of a few rogue landlords every landlord shouldnt be penalised as there are rogue landlords 
everywhere as the famous case inchapeltown where 18 tenants living in one property! 

113 We do not earn a lot. So we have to charge the tenants. I know my tenants cannot pay this so they will 
leave. I will have to put my houses at more rent. I think you are just being greedy. 

114 I disagree simply on the costs. If the council is committed to driving up standards then the scheme 
should be free. keep it clean, Keep it simple and best of all, keep it FREE. 

115 IT IS UNFAIR AND SIMPLY NO MORE THAN A TAX ON PRIVATE LANDLORDS, BECAUSE ALL THE ONUS OF 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ALLEGED IMPROVEMENTS LIE WITH THE LANDLORDS, WITH LITTLE OR NO 
CONTRIBUTION FROM THE COUNCIL ITSELF, NOT EVEN FINANCIAL RE-INVESTMENT FROM THE 
REVENUE S/L WILL PRODUCE! 

116 Spend money on the area not on your housing dept. You will get more reward. 

117 Agree in principal with the scheme, believe it will benefit good landlords in the area. Fee is too high. 

118 Educate residents re litter/asb.  Good agents deal with issues already. Tax relief is stopping on 
mortgages. 

 

 

18. Free text comments submitted to the question, Is there anything else you would like to say? If so please use 
the space below.  

1 if a licensing fee was enforced i would.  like to know the benefits to the landlord. would support, legal 
information be provided to us landlord. maybe the licensing fee would be appropriate if you owned a 
number of houses: i on the other hand only ended up renting out my house as i was in negative equity. i 
would not have rented out the house unless i had to. ive been lucky with the tenants that i’ve had -
(same ones for 4 years) but i would consider selling if they moved out as i wouldn’t want to risk 
unreliable tenants who would trash my property!  
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2 I find LCC targeting Beeston and Harehills rather racist because it's has lots of people from BME 
backgrounds living there. LCC is completely ignoring the fact that many people living in its own LCC 
social housing are the real cause of the anti social behaviour. 

3 You are already checking rental property's, there's no need to introduce another tax. 

4 Can’t the council find any other ways of raising money without further penalising landlords and tenants 

5 Happy to meet anyone from the Council who would like to discuss this in detail further. 

6 Yes, this consultation document for landlords is pointless as you will go ahead with the proposal no 
matter what. I own approx 20 properties in Beeston and Harehills, and have provided good quality 
accommodation to tenants for 20 years. As a Landlord, I know my responsibilities and act in accordance 
with the law and with the best interest of the tenant. Let there be absolutely no doubt, with everything 
that is going on in the PRS at the moment, and the future proposals, this business is no longer viable, 
add an extra "tax" of £825.00 per property is simply the final straw - there comes a tipping point in any 
business and for me, this would be it. 

7 Rather than imposing a selective license in areas that can not afford it why do you look at things that 
would improve the area.  1) Use current powers to enforce repairs on landlords. Go door knocking in 
these area. If you want I'll do it and keep the money raised in fines!  2) Provide waste removal to 
improve areas. Most landlords will work with you on this fly tipping problem caused by tenants. 3) Black 
list of problem tenants?  4) Training and education for landlords - help educate them with seminars / 
support. 5) Compulsory purchase orders on persistent non-compliant landlords. 
Basically, I feel it's unfair to hit good landlords with an £825 fee for renting properties in these areas. 

8 Decent landlords look after there properties and this comes at a continued cost. To then charge £825 
per licence with only £150 discount for multiple properties is ludicrous. Maybe it wiser to set the rules 
of the licence and then charge if the standard of the property being let has not been met. There is 
already a shortage of properties and this will just likely hinder the rental market more with the added 
extra cost. 

9 How have you come up with the suggested Beeston area? Nine of my properties are in the "Longroyds" 
area. If you are to set up an area I don't know why you have included this area. The Longroyds area is 
quite different to the area at the other side of Dewsbury Road. I would agree that the area around 
Tempest Road (specifically the Woodviews and Bromptons) needs improvement, although I still do not 
agree that selective licensing will improve the area. Strangely you have not included the area of Holbeck 
around the "Recreations" which is surely the area most in need of improvement. I think selective 
licensing will discourage landlords. There will be a reduced number of houses available. Rents are likely 
to increase in the remaining houses due to landlords having to pass on the costs of licences to tenants 
and fewer properties being available. 

10 Rather than punishing all landlords - inspect properties annually (we would pay for an inspection) and 
punish landlords who do not comply with their legal requirements. 

11 If introduced do it to the whole of Leeds. 

12 Licensing will not dramatically improve the areas in question though will make it more difficult and 
costly for poorer tenants in these areas; many of which are on housing benefit. Lack of central 
government funding, for policing and education coupled with freely available alcohol are more direct 
causes of urban decay. 

13 Image of landlords and rogueish and greedy is greatly unfair. Other options and schemes should be 
looked at before compulsory licensing. 

14 Alternatives should be sought. 

15 I have said enuf 

16 More options should be looked at 

17 Massively short-sighted proposal. 
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18 If LCC really wanted to introduce Selective Licensing to 'improve' an area why are they needing money 
from landlords to do this? Charge the tenant a fee instead if it is really the tenants that are causing the 
issue. 

19 The area of Beeston relies on private landlords investing for future growth to take care of people on low 
income and benefits. We acknowledge that there are a percentage of poor landlords who don't care 
about their tenants or their properties. Good landlords however are losing the incentive for the future, 
and at present finding it difficult to break even. This license could be a tipping point for many and result 
in good landlords selling up and moving out, leaving properties available to landlords of a lower 
standard. 

20 remove the benefits that allow shall we say non uk nationals to stay in the UK and not work  
end of problem in harehills and beeston 

21 Cannot see how licensing is the right option here as it will only lead to higher rent and reduced numbers 
of property available to tenants. 

22 Please reconsider as for there are quite bad few flat/apartment owners who can't sell and find 
themselves having to rent. The majority use good agents . If you add all the maintenance and ground 
rent fees, plus agency fees it is going to be a crushing blow to ask hundreds of pounds for licensing fees 
on top. For me, with a studio flat, this extra amount would be totally devestating.  

23 If licensing goes ahead, I and a significant number of house owners in Beeston and Harehills will have to 
sell up, or move our properties out of the rental market. 

24 Destabilising areas which have had mass immigration, only compounds issues. If there was low demand, 
btl landlords would not exsist. By adding pointless obstacles to affordable entry level housing, supply of 
needed housing shall be stymied. 

25 I just could not survive with the extra work/cost with the uncertain environment (Beeston has many 
many Eoropean migrants). Pushing through this now is reckless and could push many owners over the 
cliff. 

26 Stupid idea. Thanks for putting me off buying any more houses in Beeston. Watch the area seriously go 
down the pan now, as nobody else will want to invest there either now. 

27 Please don’t do this to us as landlords we are already struggling to make ends meet this will completely 
destroy us and you will be taking the food off our tables have some mercy there is other ways to keep 
checks on houses than charging us 

28 I see no benefit here. Gas & electrical certs are already provided. So are smoke detectors  There is no 
benefit in this scheme 

29 I myself am a landlord who got stuck with 2 properties during the crash. I am still learning , council could 
offer more advice, a little training and help to achieve better property 

30 Stop racism against racism 

31 Other options and drives would be a more efficient use of lcc resource to tackle asb and fly tipping. 

32 Both of my properties are managed by a fully accredited letting agent, but I have never heard anything 
about your accreditation scheme for landlords. I would have signed up to it if it had been well 
advertised. 

33 Better schemes and co regulation must be the natural step. Not slum labelling these vibrant multi 
cultural areas 

34 Council has to look at the bigger picture. Standards in these areas are not demonstrably worse than 
Holbeck, Burmantofts, East End Park (Even with SL). Areas are much larger so need cooperation 
between relevant parties not blanket regulation. 

35 Selective Licensing will be a further measure to hurt Landlords, adding to other considerable legislation 
introduced by the Government over the past 2-3 years. This will mean there will be less landlords, and 
those that stay as landlords will look to increase rents to help cover the increased costs.  The tenants 
will ultimately feel the pain of the increased rents, and also the reduced amount of rental properties 
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available. I feel this is simply a way for the council to make easy money by ripping off landlords.  I fully 
oppose the Selective Licensing. 

36 Stop wasting time on pointless schemes as they are not productive. 

37 The one big issue is that banks and finance organisations do not like selective licensing which will have a 
huge affect on future investments as well as property prices suffering 

38 How has a fee of £825 been agreed? 

39 Many many landlords will oppose this as unworkable. A lot will pool resources and take this to Judicial 
review if this is passed. Myself included. Over 50 landlords are considering this. 

40 Like many landlords I feel many councils are using these powers simply to raise cash, what happened to 
the area targeting that you received government cash for? I was told this was the answer to area 
problems? The policy of establishing a red light area in Holbeck has added to the issues in that area, why 
not close that as a start to improve that area? 

41 The council need to work with the landlords and not create issues with them. A good example is Holbeck 
and Crossgates where working with the landlords and council has proved to be a success. This proposal 
is going to have the opposite affect there will be hatred and Council trying to rip off landlords. The 
council tax rates already high enough proportionally for each properties in leeds compared to other 
cities 

42 Harehills and Beeston are a completely different kettle of fish than any other license proposal. Myself 
and many other small landlords shall have to sell up and evict tenants. 

43 No thank you. 

44 Get rid of selective licensing 

45 You should publish full justification for each road you are proposing. I would guess many of them have 
no records of poor tenant or landlord behaviour 

46 Why is the cost so high? What tangible thing will I get in exchange for all that money? How will this 
benefit me when I don’t see any issues with the street my rental property is on and therefore there is 
nothing to benefit from. Taxing the good instead of punishing the bad is the way I see this...and it’s a 
very hefty tax! 

47 Please consider restricting to landlords of more than one property. I rent my house to a friend, which is 
not much different to renting to a family member. 

48 All costs shall be passed on to tenants. More evictions and more homelessness. 

49 Real risk of civil unrest, high rents, numerous evictions, BAME/Vulnerable tenants = real risk of hell 
breaking loose 

50 Alternative policy must be looked at first. 

51 Money making scheme by the council. 

52 Council should try and foster good landlord- tenant relationships for the best of the poor and deprived 
people of Harehills and Beeston. The very unfortunate notion that more power for the Council will make 
these areas safer and pleasant should be abandoned. The pledge of reducing inequality and increasing 
access made by the Council will be blatantly denied by these measures. Council is not that brave to 
implement these measures in leafy rich North Leeds. Because ‘We are all equal, some are more than the 
others’. 

53 Council should improve the facilities in these areas rather than introducing another levy on landlords. 
Introducing this levy will discourage investors to come into that part of leeds and will result the 
homelessness figure to go up beyond imagination. This fee is similar to the amount charged in London 
that has a far better property market. This needs to be reconsidered. 

54 Improvement of specific areas may be achieved through investment and partnership, not effectively 
taxing landlords and their tenants. Alternatives such as private sector leasing by Leeds City Council or a 
greater push on the Leeds Homes Standard via education would be a fairer way to make desired 
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improvements. Rather than relying on a disproportionately unfair tax on these vibrant areas. Areas that 
provide homes for many vulnerable and disadvantaged people. 
Landlords and their tenants face uncertain times, with the loss of mortgage interest relief, Brexit 
impacting on actual tenants, interest rate hikes and costs of actually improving properties. 

55 As I stated above the issues raised are community issues. This feels like landlords are being given the 
short straw. A majority of the statements apply to home owners in the area who do not look after their 
surroundings! 

56 Very short sighted, inefficient and paperwork heavy instrument. 

57 Work with rental sector, not against. 

58 you have the mean to find out who the bad landlords are and the fraudulent land lords but chose not to 
follow up but continue paying the rents with out checking status of the landlords or property ,were are 
the tenants going to move to go while houses are made to the standard were are the landlords going to 
find the money at age 71 the bank will not fund my needs. 

59 I have experience from one of the Landlords I know with the Selective Licensing in East Leeds. It involved 
someone coming out and reporting that the landlord had to do thousands of pounds of safety 
improvements which was totally unnecessary and uneconomic and like I said earlier if this goes through 
I think there will be a lot of houses boarded up and left empty, which considering there is supposed to 
be a shortage of housing seems ridiculous. As landlords we do have to try and make some money out of 
the letting as there seems little point in all the hassle we sometimes get from bad tenants which is quite 
often. 

60 Misinformation provided by council should be investigated. 

61 Suspect survey. Quite bogus 

62 We fully agree that any landlord that operates in ALL areas without care or conscience about their 
tenants or property should be dealt with appropriately. many of the conditions of the proposed license 
are currently in place already (general repairs, gas checks, elec checks etc) Making the landlord 
responsible for some of the other conditions particularly relating to anti social behaviour etc is totally 
unacceptable and there is no business case that we are aware of that confirms this. 

63 Another get money scheme from the LCC not worth the paper it is written on how will a license solve 
any issue the issue with problem tenants 

64 extortion 

65 Who is going to provide homes when we stop? Once all the family silver has been sold where are you 
going to find funds to house the disenfranchised? 

66 I fully agree that the areas are disaster zones and need action but not sure this is the right action to 
take. 

67 Dont let this be selective hearing. Listen to people 

68 I think you need to put a licence in place for those tenants who leave a property without paying rent and 
break the property inside. 

69 I will sell my small portfolio if this comes into force. There is nothing the council have described that 
shall impact positively 

70 I think there should be opt outs for people with only one property. Assuming all landlords are rich is not 
correct. Many landlords are working people saving for retirement or have a property they can’t sell.  
People who co-operate (like us) will be worse off. We are already doing the right thing and will end up 
jumping through your hoops. Those who need to be tackled will avoid it just like they avoid everything. 
How do you plan on finding them ? Basically we will have to pay over £800 and do extra admin because 
of other people who couldn’t care less. 

71 Don't go ahead with it. 

72 To make me pay to clean up the councils mess is barmy! We keep our properties in good condition and 
try pick tenants that will do the same. Charging us will only promote properties falling into a state of 
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dilapidation as rents won’t cover the new tax laws with HMRC and the leeds council tax. I can’t afford to 
pay the tax and so I will be asking the tenants to pay an extra £80 per month to cover it. 

73 It’s a big burden for a landlord who buy a house or 2 for his retirement investment and ppl like us 
maintain their properties in good shape any way But introduce more fees to add up It’s not a brainier to 
continue I will be thinking to sell my house if these start introducing license fee Simple I can’t afford it ty 

74 Like I said previously I can't see how as a letting agent how it will benefit my investors as we as a 
company do credit check our tenants and keep the properties up to a good standard because we care 
for our tenants 

75 No to selective licensing no to labelling beeston and holbeck slums. House prices will drop if this goes 
through and a lot of landlords will sell up and go elsewhere where there is no selective licensing. 

76 Don't stigmatise privately renting tenants as antisocial or involved in criminal activities. 

77 £825 for absolutely nothing is daylight robbery! 

78 You will cost the tenant at least £825 per property / flat. The tenant is already on the breadline so will 
have to leave / be evicted. All for a piece of expensive paper. Complete lunacy 

79 Stupid idea.  Target rogue landlords and penalise those instead. 

80 Blanket licensing penaliases landlords who try their best to keep up with rules and usually do provide 
good quality accommodation. If there are any landlords who are not complying the Council has powers 
already to enforce repairs and so on. 

81 This is just another tax on LL's 

82 The council is in a very unique position, as it has introduced a legalised red light district in neighbouring 
Holbeck, closed down refuse sites and introduced restrictions to their use and underfunded bin 
collections. Though these material factors are ignored by LCC. Improvement of specific areas may be 
achieved through investment and partnership, not effectively taxing landlords and their tenants. 
Alternatives have not been adequately explored or correctly promoted. This is a disproportionately 
unfair tax on these vibrant areas. Areas that provide homes for many vulnerable and disadvantaged 
people. 

83 We feel we have a role to play in reporting rouge Landlords. 

84 I know of 5 landlords with 30-40 houses that will sell their properties rather than being taxed and 
controlled by LCC .. 

85 I agree that landlords should be held accountable and believe you that there are poor landlords in 
Beeston. I am a new landlord of 2 years, after living in the flat for 5-6years myself only moving out to 
have a family. The let flat is a studio flat in The Greenhouse. I am not yet making any money from letting 
a property and this fee will hinder me still and provide no real benefit to me or my tenant. 
I believe The Greenhouse should be exempt from this selective license for the following reasons: 
1) The Greenhouse was renovated and flats sold as a New Build in 2010. 
2) It is managed by who manage a lot of what is in the conditions (gas/electric/household waste/ 
external structure +more) 
3) There is a caretaker in the building who deals with a lot of tenant issues quickly and effectively. 
4) The Greenhouse community is very active, vocal and powerful about improvements that can be 
made. 
5) The street the Greenhouse is on has recently had funding and been redeveloped, new houses, new 
roads.  
in the FAQ you say 
"the licence fee will only cover the costs associated with the administration of any scheme over the 5 
year term. All other work associated with the enforcement of standards in the sector, including within 
any Selective Licensing area, will be paid for from the Councils’ own existing budget and not the licence 
fee" If the license fee is only being used to cover administration costs, then it seems a waste of time and 
energy for The Greenhouse block of flats as it is less than 10 years old, has a management company 
which is engaged and responding to an active community of owners and renters. I would rather the 
money 'was' spent to find poor landlords rather than just administration costs. 
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86 Selective licensing in Cross Green worked because investment followed.  There is no additional 
investment planned from the Council for Beeston Hill.  Selective licensing will not improve the look of 
the street scene or do anything to solve the density issue that the area has. Compulsory purchase street 
lined back to backs and build social housing fit for 2018. 

87 If you do proceed with this unnecessary scheme, could you revise the area to exclude the area to the 
Hunslet side of Dewsbury Road that includes the Fairfords, Longroyds, Dobsons and Garnets? This area 
is extremely popular with tenants and doesn't have any problems. 

88 I think there are a handful of landlords that are letting the side down and where they are issues. I would 
like to express that the areas proposed also represent the poor standard of properties owned and let 
out by Leeds city council themselves too. 

89 There is a register for rogue TENANT, they seem to be able to spend HB, create cannibis farms, destroy 
property, let pets and children poo, vomit, excessive noise, destroy homes without been held 
responsible, just move and blame the LL. For Landlords to be behind selective licensing there needs to 
be a more comprehensive system that makes tenants realise that their antisocial behaviour will bring 
consequences and will not be tolerated. 

90 Will not house HB/LHA tenants. 

91 This will not benefit landlords, tenants or residents. Furthermore more empty houses will effect the 
environment in a negative way. 

92 No I’m too disgusted 

93 see comments previously 

94 The property we owe is in The Greenhouse. I believe The Greenhouse should be exempt from this 
selective license for the following reasons: 
1) The Greenhouse was renovated and flats sold as a New Build in 2010. 
2) It is managed by who manage a lot of what is in the conditions (gas/electric/ household 
waste/external structure +more) 
3) There is a caretaker in the building who deals with a lot of tenant issues quickly and effectively. 
4) The Greenhouse community is very active, vocal and powerful about improvements that can be 
made. 
5) The street the Greenhouse is on has recently had funding and been redeveloped, new houses, new 
roads.  
in the FAQ you say "the licence fee will only cover the costs associated with the administration of any 
scheme over the 5 year term. All other work associated with the enforcement of standards in the sector, 
including within any Selective Licensing area, will be paid for from the Councils’ own existing budget and 
not the licence fee" If the license fee is only being used to cover administration costs, then it seems a 
waste of time and energy for The Greenhouse block of flats as it is less than 10 years old, has a 
management company which is engaged and responding to an active community of owners and renters.  
I would rather the money 'was' spent to find poor landlords rather than just administration costs. 

95 Get the fee structure to something more reasonable. HMO landlords in students areas make much more 
money with better returns and yet pay one license per property.  You are targeting a deprived area yet 
charging excessive fees for the license. We are looking at a bill of 27K!! A landlord cannot just take a 27k 
hit. How does he explain that to his bank manager?  What happens when lloyds bank hear about SL and 
dont extend mortgage finance?  If we cant get finance due to SL we will have to sell up in the SL area. 
My family owned and run company has collectively over 50 years of Landlord experience of property 
management, housing benefit, property repairs and refurbishment, deposit protection, eviction law, 
ASB and fly tipping procedures. If experienced portfolio landlords sell up - Who will take there place?? 
It will be new entries into the market who may not know about 29 hazards of health, deposit protection, 
right from eviction, property law. SL is a blunt instrument to pay the council to find the bad landlords! 
We are being punished for the failure of other landlords and the council inability to catch and prosecute 
them.  

96 Action is definitely needed, but it has to be targeted at the right landlords. 
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97 The council should focus its resources in supporting tenants with social problems through direct 
engagement, and only intervene with landlords in cases of neglect which can be tackled on an individual 
basis. Blanket licencing will drive up costs for good landlords, and will fail to tackle poor landlords. 

98 It’s not a well thought idea. Will charging landlords more per property help reduce the ASB rates and 
promote cleaner areas. Instead you will make it more harder for landlords and this will have knock in 
effect on the tenants. Making is a an issue for council to deal with the consequences 

99 This is a random, illogical way of getting money from landlords who work very hard to manage their 
properties and support their tenants. Fine the individual landlords who really do not comply with 
standards and regulations, not all of us. 

100 I believe this is motivated not by reform, as LCC already have the powers, but to raise money for LCC. It 
is not private Landlords fault that LCC finances are under pressure. LCC should not use Selective 
Licensing as a means to fund its Housing Policy. 

101 I attended the RLA meeting at Weetwood Hall on the 8th October. My overall impression was that there 
seemed to no enthusiasm to engage/discuss/explore/consider the very good ideas put forward at the 
meeting. I came away with the feeling that the way forward had already been decided upon and this is a 
consultation in name only. To me, this is a missed opportunity for LCC and Leeds Rental Standards 
landlords to engage in a constructive manner to solve a difficult situation with a consequent building of 
trust between both parties and the benefits of the latter going forward. 

102 In no way whatsoever will this scheme help any thing from anti social behaviour to housing standards. 
These are much bigger LCC do not have any sort of infrastructure to cope with anti social behaviour etc. 
or fly tipping. LCC keep reducing staff and providing less of a service each year they can not cope with 
any pressure. They have too many managers and not enough workers. The scheme will cause greater 
pressure on landlords who are already suffering from tenants who continually smash properties and do 
not pay rent. Drugs and intoxicants in society are a bigger problem and metal health heath both are 
bigger then the selective license. How will a pony license help it only helps line the pockets of LCC. Who 
are either understaffed in areas or over staffed in others. There is too much wastage in the back offices 
which can be discontinued. Front line services of LCC suffer due to cutting of budgets and thus not 
provide a service to customers. Too many chiefs not enough indians in the whole scheme of things in 
the LCC comes to mind. The license is pointless just to penalise hard working landlords who have 
worked 80 plus hours for 20 plus years to get where they are. Not claim benefit and live from the state 
and social welfare state. You help the poor by providing them an easy way to live no work and we will 
provide you everything from housing to council tax relief to feeding you and your family. It is a disgrace 
the scheme the director of the LCC will be ok though as they will make it point how they helping and 
tackling areas such as fly tipping anti social behaviour. However in fact just not tackling any thing but 
just taxing those who have worked hard and paid taxes and suffered paying mortgages and facing 
tenants who smash properties and not pay rent. But on the face of things the LCC the landlords at 
fault.Taking into account LCC themselves they cannot meet any such targets for example plastering, 
damp, condensation, brickwork, roofing,drainage tiling all running well behind schedule and the tenant 
facing hardships. Appointments cancelled for work such as gas repairs. Sub contacting all major works to 
companies who are cowboys and charge scandalous prices for not completing ny works . Wasting all LCC 
money they receive from residents who WORK for a living. Something needs to be done within the LCC 
first before trying to fix other problems. Fix the problem within the LCC there own residents there own 
issues. The LCC need to knock on their own tenants doors and ask are they happy with the condition of 
the house?. The LCC need to consult their own tenants first before starting to help private housing.  I 
would like to carry out a consultations on LCC tenants and hold meetings groups so the LCC can give 
opinions like you have done for this scheme to see responses and then decide what is needed to be 
done with the LCC as a LANDLORD. 

103 This is just an expensive experiment that won’t improve anything, but will force up rents and reduce 
supply of landlords and property to rent.  Don’t do it. 

104 This is a ridiculous idea to extract money from good law abiding landlords and selective licencing should 
not go ahead. I had a Property in the LS9 area where there was selective licensing previously. All I got for 
my fee was an inspection that passed. The council need to look at the wider issues affecting society and 
not try to make these private rented housing issues. The above questions are all one sided trying to get 
the answers that the council want. 
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105 Private landlords have invested a huge amount of time and money into bringing areas like Beeston and 
Harehills back into use. What are the statistics on how many derelict and empty houses have been 
brought back into use by private landlords? SL fees will only serve to disadvantage law abiding landlords. 
The additional costs will have to be passsed onto tenants who are already under great financial strain. SL 
will not actually address the issues identified but only serve to move the problem to another area.  The 
criminal operators will continue to ignore the regulations and avoid the costs.  
The Housing & Planning Act 2016 provides ample enforcement powers such as civil penalties, banning 
orders and the introduction of a database for rogue landlords and letting agents. LCC is already aware of 
who the rogue landlords are whether they have been entered into the database or not. I suggest they 
spend their efforts in updating this database rather than trying to implement another scheme.  Finally, 
and most importantly, there is currently a review being carried out on the effectiveness of SL, which 
implies that SL is perhaps not working as well as it is supposed to, otherwise the statistics would speak 
for themselves. Therefore, I believe it is important for LCC to await the outcome of this review before it 
decides to implement an expensive (to private landlords) 5 year plan which could prove useless.  In my 
opinion SL is merely a lucrative opportunity for LCC to exploit private landlords as they are viewed as an 
easy target. 

106 To whom it may concern, My name is and I am writing on behalf of. We are an independent socially and 
ethically focused lettings partnership who manage 4 Victorian terrace properties in Beeston 
incorporating 19 X independent 1 bedroom/studio flats in LS11. We work almost exclusively with Leeds 
Housing Options (that is, the Private Sector Lettings Team). We house people presenting as homeless to 
the council who have met specific criteria to be placed on their homeless list. Specific problems with the 
proposed SL scheme 
1. Who can be registered as social landlords? 
The Selective Licensing scheme as currently proposed will apply to all private lets, but not 'social lets', 
which LCC are defining as those owned by Registered Social Landlords.  Whilst we support the council's 
initiative to improve the standards of private rented accommodation in these areas of Leeds, xxx would 
appeal the decision to exclude all private landlords from their exemptions. xxx believes that it is offering 
a social landlord service because 
- it is driven by social and ethically focused altruism rather than commercial interests e.g. we do not 
demand bonds and we offer some extra housing and social support to tenants 
-It is working predominantly with people who are homeless and have been assessed by LCC as meeting 
homeless criteria and only then able to be considered for our flats. 
- all our flats are already subject to PSLS inspections before any new tenancy begins and will only be 
offered for prospective homeless tenants if the flats meet the various standards and criteria. We 
willingly respond to requests to upgrade or alter our flats where necessary to meet new guidelines and 
best practice. 
We are committed to working with this group of tenants even though they present many financial 
challenges to our viability and operation. xxx does not require tenants to provide bonds; many would 
not be able to take up their housing if it did. xxx suffers income loss whenever tenants fail to complete 
appropriate paper work with LCC or the DWP and there have been many instances over the years of 
tenants leaving flats without notice, causing voids and bad debts.  The roll out of Universal Credit will 
soon make it more difficult to collect rent as housing elements are included in UC, ending separate 
Housing Benefit claims and direct payments. For all these reasons we consider our private lettings 
business as a social landlord business. 
  
2. Fees/costs to register are much too high 
If the Selective Licensing scheme goes ahead as currently proposed, xxx will be faced with an initial 
registration bill of £15,675 for its 19 flats. This is around 25% of our yearly maximum possible rental 
income, once voids and losses due to damage or cancelled housing benefits from tenant errors are 
taken into account.  Our profit margins are of course much lower. We understand that the registration is 
for 5 years, but there is the initial cash flow problem in the first year not to mention the loss of all this 
money from the business every 5 years. A proportion of our yearly income naturally goes back into the 
business for maintenance and upgrading flats and managing repairs to damage. This work would not be 
adequately completed for several years if xxx was required to pay out £15,675 for Licensing. xxx would 
then be unable to maintain appropriate standards for registration and would potentially need to sell up. 
Leeds City Council risks losing landlords like xxx altogether at the start of this scheme, which makes no 
sense given LCC's increasing reliance on the private sector to provide emergency/ direct access-type 
housing to people presenting as homeless at Housing Options. xxx would argue that landlords like them 
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need more financial help from its Local Authority partner rather than the introduction of new fees!  
 
3. High Tenant turnover is not always negative.  
One of the stated aims of the SL scheme is to reduce tenant turnover.  However, if landlords choose to 
provide temporary, ‘first step of the housing ladder’ housing to people who have been homeless, high 
tenant turnover should be viewed as a good thing because it means that people are moving on when 
they find more suitable longer term housing. 
 
4. Existing assessments and checks on flats are already being regularly undertaken 
Given that xxx properties are already inspected between tenancies by the PSLS team before any new 
homeless tenant moves in, it makes no sense to have to pay high fees for checks and assessments that 
are not necessary. 
 
5. Ongoing inspections and assessments of accommodation and meeting SL standards when tenants 
have multiple needs and multiple problems. E.g. experience of homeless lifestyles over many years. How 
will LCC expect landlords like us to maintain standards during tenancies?  6 monthly tenancy checks 
offer a landlord some ability to assess the way a tenant is maintaining their accommodation. However, 
is this going to be enough if landlords choose to house tenants with special or multiple needs, given the 
landlord's limited rights to more regular access?  Some xxx tenants are not good at informing the 
landlord of any problems with their accommodation due to their own chaotic lifestyles.  Some are more 
interested in abusing substances than maintaining healthy and safe living environments.  Some have had 
housing support workers, but these workers tend to disengage when the tenants fail to keep 
appointments.  Whilst xxx is careful to abide by housing law in all its dealings with tenants, some tenants 
with chaotic and problematic lifestyles present challenges to managing appropriate standards once the 
tenant has been resident for a number of months.How will the proposed SL scheme manage such 
dilemmas over inspections and standards whilst working with tenants who have such specific and highly 
demanding needs which sometimes adversely affect the landlord’s ongoing ability to effectively 
maintain the accommodation. 
 
6. Longer term planning and the consequences of SL schemes 
We wonder if LCC have discussed the consequences of the proposed SL scheme with their own Housing 
Options Department since some aspects of it seem to work against other priority tasks that they are 
trying to achieve. 
SL aims to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour and to improve the environment in the relevant 
areas.This SL scheme might drive problematic tenants away from Beeston and Harehills if landlords are 
forced to increase rents above LHA levels or if private landlord providers go out of business. However 
this will just move the problems somewhere else.  In fact, it may increase street homelessness in these 
areas and the city centre and inadvertently move some tenants who need higher levels of support into 
other areas of Leeds. These areas may then become the next areas for SL schemes but these tenants 
needs are not being adequately and effectively met by the scheme. xxx calls on the Leeds City Council to 
reconsider its plans to introduce a Selective Licensing scheme into Beeston.  We ask Leeds City Council 
to reimagine how best to improve the standards and quality of accommodation and the environment in 
Beeston and to simultaneously support tenants with multiple social and mental health needs through 
redeveloping local services and community agencies that can support and help them. 

107 No to selective licensing 

108 very not happy 

109 keep it clean, Keep it simple, keep it FREE. 

110 HOW CAN LANDLORDS POSSIBLY BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THINGS LIKE ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR AND FLY 
TIPPING? THESE THINGS OCCUR IN COUNCIL RUN AREAS LIKE COUNCIL ESTATES, YET THE COUNCIL 
CAN'T STOP THEM FROM HAPPENING, SO HOW CAN AN INDIVIDUAL LANDLORD? ARE YOU GOING TO 
PROSECUTE YOURSELF FOR THE FAILINGS IN THE ESTATES AND AREAS YOU CONTROL? 

111 The area has gone downhill in the last 18 months any money generated by a scheme such as this should 
be put back into the area. 
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112 Landlords will sell up / Rents will go up. Different tenants (Eastern European) If all Landlords had an 
agent would not need a license as well, agent would deal with all issues inc ASB / repairs - one point of 
contact. Agents can deal with issues quicker than LCC. 
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                                        RESULTS FROM THE RESIDENTS/STAKEHOLDERS  QUESTIONNAIRES Appendix 8 
  

Group A 
All responses 

Paper Responses Only 

Group B 
All responses 

 IP address used 6 times or less 
(online and paper responses) 

Group C 
All Beeston responses 

(online and paper responses) 

 

 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I 
wish to submit the 
information 
entered into this 
form to Leeds City 
Council.  

  
 

100% 506 

 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I 
wish to submit the 
information 
entered into this 
form to Leeds City 
Council. 

  
 

100% 902 

 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I 
wish to submit the 
information 
entered into this 
form to Leeds City 
Council.  

  
 

100% 1489 

 

   

 
 

  

 2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

46.31% 232 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

31.14% 156 

3 An owner occupier   
 

7.19% 36 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

  
 

0.20% 1 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

  
 

1.20% 6 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

3.99% 20 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

9.98% 50 

 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

48.71% 435 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

20.04% 179 

3 An owner occupier   
 

16.13% 144 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

  
 

1.34% 12 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

  
 

1.90% 17 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

4.37% 39 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

7.50% 67 

 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

50.68% 747 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

15.26% 225 

3 An owner occupier   
 

22.66% 334 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

  
 

1.76% 26 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

  
 

1.29% 19 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

3.39% 50 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

4.95% 73 

 

 See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted  See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
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Group A 
All responses 

Paper Responses Only 

Group B 
All responses 

 IP address used 6 times or less 
(online and paper responses) 

Group C 
All Beeston responses 

(online and paper responses) 

 

 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

100% 506 

2 Harehills    0% 0 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

100% 902 

2 Harehills    0% 0 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you wish 
to have a say about both areas, you will need to 
complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

100% 1489 

2 Harehills    0% 0 
 

 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box 
only)  

1 Beeston   
 

66.00% 330 

2 Harehills   
 

0.40% 2 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

  
 

30.40% 152 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

3.20% 16 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box 
only)  

1 Beeston   
 

76.98% 689 

2 Harehills   
 

0.67% 6 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

  
 

19.44% 174 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

2.91% 26 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box only)  

1 Beeston   
 

84.62% 1254 

2 Harehills   
 

0.47% 7 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

  
 

12.69% 188 

4 Outside of Leeds   
 

2.23% 33 
 

   

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

17.08% 55 

2 1-2 years   
 

15.53% 50 

3 3-4 years   
 

15.22% 49 

4 5-9 years   
 

13.66% 44 

5 10 years plus   
 

38.51% 124 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

8.75% 60 

2 1-2 years   
 

13.12% 90 

3 3-4 years   
 

23.18% 159 

4 5-9 years   
 

23.62% 162 

5 10 years plus   
 

31.34% 215 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

5.21% 65 

2 1-2 years   
 

10.90% 136 

3 3-4 years   
 

28.13% 351 

4 5-9 years   
 

29.17% 364 

5 10 years plus   
 

26.60% 332 
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7. Please tell us how long you have lived in your 
current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

26.81% 85 

2 1-2 years   
 

23.97% 76 

3 3-4 years   
 

17.03% 54 

4 5-9 years   
 

13.56% 43 

5 10 years plus   
 

18.61% 59 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in your 
current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

17.82% 121 

2 1-2 years   
 

31.22% 212 

3 3-4 years   
 

23.12% 157 

4 5-9 years   
 

12.52% 85 

5 10 years plus   
 

15.32% 104 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in your 
current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

15.84% 197 

2 1-2 years   
 

34.32% 427 

3 3-4 years   
 

26.61% 331 

4 5-9 years   
 

12.06% 150 

5 10 years plus   
 

11.17% 139 
 

   

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 
years?  

1 Yes   
 

73.94% 227 

2 No   
 

26.06% 80 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 
years?  

1 Yes   
 

76.53% 512 

2 No   
 

23.47% 157 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 
years?  

1 Yes   
 

74.94% 924 

2 No   
 

25.06% 309 
 

 See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
   

9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please 
tell us in the space below what connection you 
have with Beeston or Harehills  

  100% 144 
 

9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please 
tell us in the space below what connection you 
have with Beeston or Harehills  

  100% 175 
 

9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please 
tell us in the space below what connection you 
have with Beeston or Harehills  

  100% 196 
 

 See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                 See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                 See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted     
 

10. Please tell us how long you have had a 
connection with Beeston or Harehills:  

1 0-12 months   
 

18.75% 24 

2 1-2 years   
 

14.06% 18 

3 3-4 years   
 

15.63% 20 

4 5-9 years   
 

22.66% 29 

5 10 years plus   
 

28.91% 37 
 

10. Please tell us how long you have had a 
connection with Beeston or Harehills:  

1 0-12 months   
 

16.88% 27 

2 1-2 years   
 

11.88% 19 

3 3-4 years   
 

16.88% 27 

4 5-9 years   
 

23.75% 38 

5 10 years plus   
 

30.63% 49 
 

10. Please tell us how long you have had a 
connection with Beeston or Harehills:  

1 0-12 months   
 

15.47% 28 

2 1-2 years   
 

11.05% 20 

3 3-4 years   
 

17.13% 31 

4 5-9 years   
 

23.76% 43 

5 10 years plus   
 

32.60% 59 
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11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 Poor housing conditions   
 

59.75% 282 

2 Empty houses   
 

27.75% 131 

3 
A high turnover of tenants 
(tenants not staying long) 

  
 

24.79% 117 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

45.55% 215 

5 
People not being able to 
pay their bills 

  
 

39.41% 186 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

21.40% 101 

7 
Ill health (poor physical 
and mental health) 

  
 

27.97% 132 

8 
Environmental issues, eg. 
dog fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

56.57% 267 

9 
A high level of crime and 
ASB 

  
 

63.14% 298 

10 
A poor perception of 
private landlords 

  
 

34.53% 163 

11 Don’t know   
 

9.11% 43 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 Poor housing conditions   
 

39.95% 346 

2 Empty houses   
 

17.09% 148 

3 
A high turnover of tenants 
(tenants not staying long) 

  
 

21.13% 183 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

32.91% 285 

5 
People not being able to 
pay their bills 

  
 

31.41% 272 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

27.02% 234 

7 
Ill health (poor physical and 
mental health) 

  
 

20.44% 177 

8 
Environmental issues, eg. 
dog fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

40.30% 349 

9 
A high level of crime and 
ASB 

  
 

42.73% 370 

10 
A poor perception of private 
landlords 

  
 

28.41% 246 

11 Don’t know   
 

19.05% 165 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 Poor housing conditions   
 

24.22% 351 

2 Empty houses   
 

10.21% 148 

3 
A high turnover of tenants 
(tenants not staying long) 

  
 

13.11% 190 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

20.91% 303 

5 
People not being able to 
pay their bills 

  
 

27.81% 403 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

28.09% 407 

7 
Ill health (poor physical 
and mental health) 

  
 

12.91% 187 

8 
Environmental issues, eg. 
dog fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

24.50% 355 

9 
A high level of crime and 
ASB 

  
 

25.81% 374 

10 
A poor perception of 
private landlords 

  
 

23.67% 343 

11 Don’t know   
 

24.22% 351 
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12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

57.74% 261 

2 No   
 

22.79% 103 

3 Not applicable   
 

19.47% 88 
 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

44.14% 373 

2 No   
 

40.59% 343 

3 Not applicable   
 

15.27% 129 
 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

29.81% 426 

2 No   
 

59.83% 855 

3 Not applicable   
 

10.36% 148 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                       See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted               See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
   

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

 

13.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

50.1% 229 

2 No   
 

46.0% 210 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.9% 18 
 

13.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

36.8% 314 

2 No   
 

59.6% 508 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.6% 31 
 

13.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

22.6% 325 

2 No   
 

73.9% 1064 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.5% 51 
 

13.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

13.8% 30 

2 No   
 

79.7% 173 

3 Don't Know   
 

6.5% 14 
 

13.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

8.3% 47 

2 No   
 

80.7% 457 

3 Don't Know   
 

11.0% 62 
 

13.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

4.4% 50 

2 No   
 

84.1% 966 

3 Don't Know   
 

11.5% 132 
 

   

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

17.98% 57 

2 No   
 

14.83% 47 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

14.29% 101 

2 No   
 

27.58% 195 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

7.91% 102 

2 No   
 

28.78% 371 
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3 Don't Know   
 

51.42% 163 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been victim 
of anti social behaviour 
in these areas) 

  
 

15.77% 50 

 

3 Don't Know   
 

39.18% 277 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been victim 
of anti social behaviour in 
these areas) 

  
 

18.95% 134 

 

3 Don't Know   
 

38.48% 496 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been victim 
of anti social behaviour in 
these areas) 

  
 

24.83% 320 

 

   

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

 

15.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

52.2% 236 

2 No   
 

47.8% 216 
 

15.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

34.3% 291 

2 No   
 

65.7% 557 
 

15.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

20.8% 298 

2 No   
 

79.2% 1137 
 

15.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

15.1% 34 

2 No   
 

84.9% 191 
 

15.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

9.4% 53 

2 No   
 

90.6% 513 
 

 15.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

4.9% 56 

2 No   
 

95.1% 1089 
 

   

16. The following statements seek to gauge 
your opinion as to the responsibilities of 
Landlords and Managing Agents. Please tell us 
how much you agree or disagree with each 
statement (please tick one box per row)  

 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your 
opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords 
and Managing Agents. Please tell us how much 
you agree or disagree with each statement 
(please tick one box per row)  

 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your 
opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords 
and Managing Agents. Please tell us how much 
you agree or disagree with each statement 
(please tick one box per row)  

 

16.1. Landlord and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining their properties in a safe condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

70.1% 350 

2 Agree   
 

28.1% 140 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

1.2% 6 

16.1. Landlord and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining their properties in a safe condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

48.1% 430 

2 Agree   
 

24.2% 216 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

20.0% 179 

16.1. Landlord and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining their properties in a safe condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

29.5% 436 

2 Agree   
 

22.4% 332 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

32.1% 475 
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4 Disagree   
 

0.4% 2 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

0.2% 1 
 

4 Disagree   
 

6.6% 59 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

1.1% 10 
 

4 Disagree   
 

14.9% 220 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

1.1% 16 
 

   

16.2. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining the outside of their properties in a good 
condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

46.0% 230 

2 Agree   
 

40.6% 203 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

10.2% 51 

4 Disagree   
 

3.0% 15 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

0.2% 1 
 

16.2. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining the outside of their properties in a good 
condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

32.6% 291 

2 Agree   
 

26.5% 237 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

23.4% 209 

4 Disagree   
 

15.2% 136 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

2.2% 20 
 

16.2. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
maintaining the outside of their properties in a good 
condition 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

19.9% 295 

2 Agree   
 

17.0% 252 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

31.5% 466 

4 Disagree   
 

27.9% 413 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

3.6% 54 
 

 
 
 

  

16.3. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
taking action against tenants who cause a nuisance or 
anti-social behaviour 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

49.0% 245 

2 Agree   
 

38.4% 192 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

7.0% 35 

4 Disagree   
 

5.2% 26 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

0.4% 2 
 

16.3. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
taking action against tenants who cause a nuisance or 
anti-social behaviour 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

33.9% 303 

2 Agree   
 

23.8% 213 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

15.4% 138 

4 Disagree   
 

19.7% 176 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

7.3% 65 
 

16.3. Landlords and agents should be responsible for 
taking action against tenants who cause a nuisance or 
anti-social behaviour 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

20.9% 309 

2 Agree   
 

14.6% 216 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

22.5% 333 

4 Disagree   
 

29.6% 439 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

12.5% 185 
 

   

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your home 
to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

50.27% 183 

2 No   
 

24.45% 89 

3 Not Applicable   
 

25.27% 92 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your home 
to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

51.98% 394 

2 No   
 

16.89% 128 

3 Not Applicable   
 

31.13% 236 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your home 
to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

51.08% 687 

2 No   
 

14.50% 195 

3 Not Applicable   
 

34.42% 463 
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18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

40.12% 130 

2 No   
 

16.67% 54 

3 Don't Know   
 

43.21% 140 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

22.56% 157 

2 No   
 

24.71% 172 

3 Don't Know   
 

52.73% 367 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

14.16% 176 

2 No   
 

28.80% 358 

3 Don't Know   
 

57.04% 709 
 

   

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed 
for Selective Licensing?  

 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed 
for Selective Licensing?  

 

19.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

89.0% 395 

2 No   
 

2.3% 10 

3 Don't Know   
 

8.8% 39 
 

19.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

54.5% 456 

2 No   
 

39.3% 329 

3 Don't Know   
 

6.2% 52 
 

19.1. Beeston   

1 Yes   
 

32.6% 464 

2 No   
 

63.0% 896 

3 Don't Know   
 

4.4% 63 
 

19.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

67.0% 209 

2 No   
 

3.2% 10 

3 Don't Know   
 

29.8% 93 
 

19.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

35.9% 245 

2 No   
 

42.9% 293 

3 Don't Know   
 

21.2% 145 
 

19.2. Harehills   

1 Yes   
 

19.7% 250 

2 No   
 

61.5% 779 

3 Don't Know   
 

18.7% 237 
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20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

58.45% 211 

2 No   
 

41.55% 150 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

34.41% 255 

2 No   
 

65.59% 486 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

19.53% 258 

2 No   
 

80.47% 1063 
 

   

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

52.38% 110 

2 £3 - £5   
 

32.86% 69 

3 £5 plus   
 

14.76% 31 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

48.00% 120 

2 £3 - £5   
 

34.00% 85 

3 £5 plus   
 

18.00% 45 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would be 
prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

47.62% 120 

2 £3 - £5   
 

34.13% 86 

3 £5 plus   
 

18.25% 46 
 

   

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

44.97% 219 

2 Agree   
 

46.61% 227 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

6.16% 30 

4 Disagree   
 

0.82% 4 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

1.44% 7 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

30.53% 269 

2 Agree   
 

27.13% 239 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

4.31% 38 

4 Disagree   
 

8.74% 77 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

29.28% 258 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

18.61% 273 

2 Agree   
 

16.56% 243 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

2.73% 40 

4 Disagree   
 

20.31% 298 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

41.79% 613 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 

 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

85.97% 380 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

14.03% 62 

 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

83.01% 684 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

16.99% 140 

 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

88.50% 1239 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

11.50% 161 

 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                  See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
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1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I 
give my consent for my 
personal information to 
be used as described in 
the privacy notice. 

  
 

100 % 183 

 
answered 183 

skipped 0 
 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I give 
my consent for my 
personal information to 
be used as described in 
the privacy notice. 

  
 

100 % 389 

 
answered 389 

skipped 0 
 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I give 
my consent for my 
personal information to be 
used as described in the 
privacy notice. 

  
 

100% 712 

   
answered 712 

skipped 0 
 

   

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

100% 183 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

   0.00% 0 

3 An owner occupier    0.00% 0 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

   0.00% 0 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

   0.00% 0 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

   0.00% 0 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

   0.00% 0 

 
answered 183 

skipped 0 
 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

100% 389 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

   0.00% 0 

3 An owner occupier    0.00% 0 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

   0.00% 0 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

   0.00% 0 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

   0.00% 0 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

   0.00% 0 

 
answered 389 

skipped 0 
 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

100 % 712 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

   0.00% 0 

3 An owner occupier    0.00% 0 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

   0.00% 0 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

   0.00% 0 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

   0.00% 0 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

   0.00% 0 

 
answered 712 

skipped 0 
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3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

100 % 181 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

 
answered 181 

skipped 2 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

99.73% 376 

2 Harehills   
 

0.27% 1 

 
answered 377 

skipped 12 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you wish 
to have a say about both areas, you will need to 
complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

99.85% 688 

2 Harehills   
 

0.15% 1 

 
answered 689 

skipped 23 
 

   

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 183 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds    0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 183 

skipped 0 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 389 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds    0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 389 

skipped 0 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 712 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 Elsewhere in Leeds    0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 712 

skipped 0 
 

 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

24.72% 44 

2 1-2 years   
 

19.66% 35 

3 3-4 years   
 

19.10% 34 

4 5-9 years   
 

15.17% 27 

5 10 years plus   
 

21.35% 38 

 
answered 178 

skipped 5 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

12.50% 48 

2 1-2 years   
 

17.45% 67 

3 3-4 years   
 

28.65% 110 

4 5-9 years   
 

24.74% 95 

5 10 years plus   
 

16.67% 64 

 
answered 384 

skipped 5 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

7.40% 52 

2 1-2 years   
 

15.36% 108 

3 3-4 years   
 

34.71% 244 

4 5-9 years   
 

28.59% 201 

5 10 years plus   
 

13.94% 98 

 
answered 703 

skipped 9 
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7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

36.72% 65 

2 1-2 years   
 

27.12% 48 

3 3-4 years   
 

17.51% 31 

4 5-9 years   
 

12.99% 23 

5 10 years plus   
 

5.65% 10 

 
answered 177 

skipped 6 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

25.92% 99 

2 1-2 years   
 

38.48% 147 

3 3-4 years   
 

21.47% 82 

4 5-9 years   
 

10.47% 40 

5 10 years plus   
 

3.66% 14 

 
answered 382 

skipped 7 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

22.16% 156 

2 1-2 years   
 

42.47% 299 

3 3-4 years   
 

26.14% 184 

4 5-9 years   
 

7.24% 51 

5 10 years plus   
 

1.99% 14 

 
answered 704 

skipped 8 
 

 

 

 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

72.62% 122 

2 No   
 

27.38% 46 

 
answered 168 

skipped 15 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

74.80% 279 

2 No   
 

25.20% 94 

 
answered 373 

skipped 16 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

72.09% 501 

2 No   
 

27.91% 194 

 
answered 695 

skipped 17 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
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11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

66.07% 111 

2 Empty houses   
 

26.79% 45 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants not 
staying long) 

  
 

22.02% 37 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

41.07% 69 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their bills 

  
 

39.88% 67 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

23.81% 40 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and mental 
health) 

  
 

30.95% 52 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

55.95% 94 

9 
A high level of crime 
and ASB 

  
 

64.29% 108 

10 
A poor perception of 
private landlords 

  
 

37.50% 63 

11 Don’t know   
 

5.36% 9 

 
answered 168 

skipped 15 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

32.98% 123 

2 Empty houses   
 

13.14% 49 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants not 
staying long) 

  
 

15.28% 57 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

24.40% 91 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their bills 

  
 

28.15% 105 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

29.22% 109 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and mental 
health) 

  
 

16.35% 61 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

31.64% 118 

9 
A high level of crime 
and ASB 

  
 

33.78% 126 

10 
A poor perception of 
private landlords 

  
 

26.54% 99 

11 Don’t know   
 

20.11% 75 

 
answered 373 

skipped 16 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

18.13% 126 

2 Empty houses   
 

7.05% 49 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants not 
staying long) 

  
 

8.78% 61 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

14.39% 100 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their bills 

  
 

27.48% 191 

6 
Problems accessing 
services eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

29.50% 205 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and mental 
health) 

  
 

9.21% 64 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

17.41% 121 

9 
A high level of crime 
and ASB 

  
 

18.13% 126 

10 
A poor perception of 
private landlords 

  
 

25.32% 176 

11 Don’t know   
 

21.58% 150 

 
answered 695 

skipped 17 
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12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

71.26% 124 

2 No   
 

28.74% 50 

3 Not applicable    0.00% 0 

 
answered 174 

skipped 9 
 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

45.79% 174 

2 No   
 

51.84% 197 

3 Not applicable   
 

2.37% 9 

 
answered 380 

skipped 9 
 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

29.63% 208 

2 No   
 

68.23% 479 

3 Not applicable   
 

2.14% 15 

 
answered 702 

skipped 10 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
49.4% 
(84) 

47.1% 
(80) 

3.5% 
(6) 

170 

Harehills 
6.5% 
(5) 

87.0% 
(67) 

6.5% 
(5) 

77 

 
answered 172 

skipped 11 
 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
29.5% 
(111) 

67.3% 
(253) 

3.2% 
(12) 

376 

Harehills 
4.4% 
(12) 

85.7% 
(233) 

9.9% 
(27) 

272 

 
answered 378 

skipped 11 
 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
16.6% 
(116) 

80.0% 
(559) 

3.4% 
(24) 

699 

Harehills 
2.4% 
(14) 

86.9% 
(516) 

10.8% 
(64) 

594 

 
answered 701 

skipped 11 
 

   

13.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

49.4% 84 

2 No   
 

47.1% 80 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.5% 6 

 answered 170 
 

13.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

29.5% 111 

2 No   
 

67.3% 253 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.2% 12 

 answered 376 
 

13.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

16.6% 116 

2 No   
 

80.0% 559 

3 Don't Know   
 

3.4% 24 

 answered 699 
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13.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

6.5% 5 

2 No   
 

87.0% 67 

3 Don't Know   
 

6.5% 5 

 answered 77 
 

13.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

4.4% 12 

2 No   
 

85.7% 233 

3 Don't Know   
 

9.9% 27 

 answered 272 
 

13.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

2.4% 14 

2 No   
 

86.9% 516 

3 Don't Know   
 

10.8% 64 

 answered 594 
 

 
 

  

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

14.66% 17 

2 No   
 

14.66% 17 

3 Don't Know   
 

56.90% 66 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

13.79% 16 

 
answered 116 

skipped 67 
 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

7.79% 25 

2 No   
 

35.20% 113 

3 Don't Know   
 

37.07% 119 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

19.94% 64 

 
answered 321 

skipped 68 
 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

1 Yes   
 

3.90% 25 

2 No   
 

32.29% 207 

3 Don't Know   
 

36.35% 233 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

27.46% 176 

 
answered 641 

skipped 71 
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15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
58.8% 
(100) 

41.2% 
(70) 

170 

Harehills 
7.2% 
(6) 

92.8% 
(77) 

83 

 
answered 174 

skipped 9 
 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
30.6% 
(115) 

69.4% 
(261) 

376 

Harehills 
4.7% 
(13) 

95.3% 
(262) 

275 

 
answered 380 

skipped 9 
 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
16.9% 
(118) 

83.1% 
(581) 

699 

Harehills 
2.4% 
(14) 

97.6% 
(576) 

590 

 
answered 703 

skipped 9 
 

   

15.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

58.8% 100 

2 No   
 

41.2% 70 

 answered 170 
 

15.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

30.6% 115 

2 No   
 

69.4% 261 

 answered 376 
 

15.1. Beeston 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

16.9% 118 

2 No   
 

83.1% 581 

 answered 699 
 

   

15.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

7.2% 6 

2 No   
 

92.8% 77 

 answered 83 
 

15.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

4.7% 13 

2 No   
 

95.3% 262 

 answered 275 
 

15.2. Harehills 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

2.4% 14 

2 No   
 

97.6% 576 

 answered 590 
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16. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as 
to the responsibilities of Landlords and Managing Agents. 
Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each 
statement (please tick one box per row)  

  
Strongl
y Agree 

Agre
e 

Neither 
Agree 
or Dis 
agree 

Dis
agr
ee 

Stron
gly 

Disag
ree 

Respon
se 

Total 

Landlord and 
agents should 
be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
their 
properties in 
a safe 
condition 

65.7% 
(119) 

32.6
% 

(59) 

1.1% 
(2) 

0.0
% 
(0) 

0.6% 
(1) 

181 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for 
maintaining 
the outside of 
their 
properties in 
a good 
condition 

37.0% 
(67) 

46.4
% 

(84) 

13.3% 
(24) 

2.8
% 
(5) 

0.6% 
(1) 

181 

Landlords 
and agents 
should be 
responsible 
for taking 
action against 
tenants who 
cause a 
nuisance or 
anti-social 
behaviour 

36.9% 
(66) 

43.0
% 

(77) 

11.7% 
(21) 

7.3
% 

(13) 

1.1% 
(2) 

179 

 
answ 182 

skip 1 
 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to 
the responsibilities of Landlords and Managing Agents. Please 
tell us how much you agree or disagree with each statement 
(please tick one box per row)  

  

Stron
gly 

Agre
e 

Agre
e 

Neith
er 

Agre
e or 
Dis 

agree 

Dis 
agree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Respon
se 

Total 

Landlord and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for maintaining 
their properties 
in a safe 
condition 

35.8
% 

(138) 

26.2
% 

(101) 

26.7
% 

(103) 

9.6% 
(37) 

1.8% 
(7) 

386 

Landlords and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for maintaining 
the outside of 
their properties 
in a good 
condition 

20.8
% 

(80) 

25.2
% 

(97) 

30.6
% 

(118) 

20.3
% 

(78) 

3.1% 
(12) 

385 

Landlords and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for taking 
action against 
tenants who 
cause a 
nuisance or 
anti-social 
behaviour 

20.1
% 

(77) 

22.9
% 

(88) 

22.4
% 

(86) 

26.0
% 

(100) 

8.6% 
(33) 

384 

 
answered 388 

Skip 1 
 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as 
to the responsibilities of Landlords and Managing Agents. 
Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each 
statement (please tick one box per row)  

  
Strongl
y Agree 

Agre
e 

Neith
er 

Agre
e or 
Dis 

agree 

Dis 
agree 

Stron
gly 

Disag
ree 

Respo
nse 

Total 

Landlord and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for 
maintaining 
their 
properties in a 
safe condition 

19.8% 
(140) 

23.9
% 

(169) 

35.6
% 

(252) 

19.4
% 

(137) 

1.4% 
(10) 

708 

Landlords and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for 
maintaining 
the outside of 
their 
properties in a 
good condition 

11.6% 
(82) 

14.7
% 

(104) 

35.3
% 

(250) 

33.8
% 

(239) 

4.7% 
(33) 

708 

Landlords and 
agents should 
be responsible 
for taking 
action against 
tenants who 
cause a 
nuisance or 
anti-social 
behaviour 

11.2% 
(79) 

12.6
% 

(89) 

25.9
% 

(183) 

36.2
% 

(256) 

14.1
% 

(100) 
707 

 
answ 711 

skip 1 
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16.1. Landlord and agents 
should be responsible for 
maintaining their properties in a 
safe condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

65.7% 119 

2 Agree   
 

32.6% 59 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

1.1% 2 

4 Disagree    0.0% 0 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

0.6% 1 

 answered 181 
 

16.1. Landlord and agents should 
be responsible for maintaining their 
properties in a safe condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

35.8% 138 

2 Agree   
 

26.2% 101 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

26.7% 103 

4 Disagree   
 

9.6% 37 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

1.8% 7 

 answered 386 
 

16.1. Landlord and agents should 
be responsible for maintaining 
their properties in a safe 
condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

19.8% 140 

2 Agree   
 

23.9% 169 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

35.6% 252 

4 Disagree   
 

19.4% 137 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

1.4% 10 

 answered 708 
 

   

16.2. Landlords and agents 
should be responsible for 
maintaining the outside of their 
properties in a good condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

37.0% 67 

2 Agree   
 

46.4% 84 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

13.3% 24 

4 Disagree   
 

2.8% 5 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

0.6% 1 

 answered 181 
 

16.2. Landlords and agents 
should be responsible for 
maintaining the outside of their 
properties in a good condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

20.8% 80 

2 Agree   
 

25.2% 97 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

30.6% 118 

4 Disagree   
 

20.3% 78 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

3.1% 12 

 answered 385 
 

16.2. Landlords and agents should 
be responsible for maintaining the 
outside of their properties in a 
good condition 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

11.6% 82 

2 Agree   
 

14.7% 104 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

35.3% 250 

4 Disagree   
 

33.8% 239 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

4.7% 33 

 answered 708 
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16.3. Landlords and agents should 
be responsible for taking action 
against tenants who cause a 
nuisance or anti-social behaviour 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

36.9% 66 

2 Agree   
 

43.0% 77 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

11.7% 21 

4 Disagree   
 

7.3% 13 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

1.1% 2 

 answered 179 
 

16.3. Landlords and agents should be 
responsible for taking action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or 
anti-social behaviour 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

20.1% 77 

2 Agree   
 

22.9% 88 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

22.4% 86 

4 Disagree   
 

26.0% 100 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

8.6% 33 

 answered 384 
 

16.3. Landlords and agents 
should be responsible for 
taking action against tenants 
who cause a nuisance or anti-
social behaviour 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

11.2% 79 

2 Agree   
 

12.6% 89 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

25.9% 183 

4 Disagree   
 

36.2% 256 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

14.1% 100 

 answered 707 
 

   

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

62.20% 102 

2 No   
 

35.98% 59 

3 Not Applicable   
 

1.83% 3 

 
answered 164 

skipped 19 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

76.22% 282 

2 No   
 

22.70% 84 

3 Not Applicable   
 

1.08% 4 

 
answered 370 

skipped 19 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

80.09% 555 

2 No   
 

17.32% 120 

3 Not Applicable   
 

2.60% 18 

 
answered 693 

skipped 19 
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18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

33.13% 53 

2 No   
 

13.13% 21 

3 Don't Know   
 

53.75% 86 

 
answered 160 

skipped 23 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

19.40% 71 

2 No   
 

23.77% 87 

3 Don't Know   
 

56.83% 208 

 
answered 366 

skipped 23 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action against 
tenants who cause a nuisance or anti social 
behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

12.35% 85 

2 No   
 

29.22% 201 

3 Don't Know   
 

58.43% 402 

 
answered 688 

skipped 24 
 

   

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
91.9% 
(147) 

1.9% 
(3) 

6.3% 
(10) 

160 

Harehills 
60.8% 
(62) 

2.0% 
(2) 

37.3% 
(38) 

102 

 
answered 161 

skipped 22 
 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
43.0% 
(157) 

52.9% 
(193) 

4.1% 
(15) 

365 

Harehills 
22.8% 
(69) 

56.6% 
(171) 

20.5% 
(62) 

302 

 
answered 367 

skipped 22 
 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
23.4% 
(161) 

73.5% 
(506) 

3.1% 
(21) 

688 

Harehills 
11.5% 
(72) 

69.4% 
(433) 

19.1% 
(119) 

624 

 
answered 690 

skipped 22 
 

 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

54.43% 86 

2 No   
 

45.57% 72 

 
answered 158 

skipped 25 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

26.24% 95 

2 No   
 

73.76% 267 

 
answered 362 

skipped 27 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

1 Yes   
 

14.20% 97 

2 No   
 

85.80% 586 

 
answered 683 

skipped 29 
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21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

62.35% 53 

2 £3 - £5   
 

24.71% 21 

3 £5 plus   
 

12.94% 11 

 
answered 85 

skipped 98 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

57.45% 54 

2 £3 - £5   
 

25.53% 24 

3 £5 plus   
 

17.02% 16 

 
answered 94 

skipped 295 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

1 £1 - £2   
 

56.84% 54 

2 £3 - £5   
 

25.26% 24 

3 £5 plus   
 

17.89% 17 

 
answered 95 

skipped 617 
 

 
 

  

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

43.43% 76 

2 Agree   
 

52.57% 92 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

3.43% 6 

4 Disagree    0.00% 0 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

0.57% 1 

 
answered 175 

skipped 8 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

22.05% 84 

2 Agree   
 

24.67% 94 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

2.62% 10 

4 Disagree   
 

12.07% 46 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

38.58% 147 

 
answered 381 

skipped 8 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

1 Strongly Agree   
 

12.23% 86 

2 Agree   
 

13.66% 96 

3 Neither Agree or Disagree   
 

1.42% 10 

4 Disagree   
 

23.33% 164 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

49.36% 347 

 
answered 703 

skipped 9 
 

   

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

88.68% 141 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

11.32% 18 

 
answered 159 

skipped 24 
 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

86.03% 308 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

13.97% 50 

 
answered 358 

skipped 31 
 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

1 No   
 

90.65% 611 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

9.35% 63 

 
answered 674 

skipped 38 
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1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I 
give my consent for my 
personal information to 
be used as described in 
the privacy notice. 

  
 

100 % 336 

 
answered 336 

skipped 0 
 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form to 
Leeds City Council. I 
give my consent for my 
personal information to 
be used as described in 
the privacy notice. 

  
 

100 % 710 

 
answered 710 

skipped 0 
 

1. Please confirm...  

1 

I confirm that I wish to 
submit the information 
entered into this form 
to Leeds City Council. I 
give my consent for my 
personal information to 
be used as described 
in the privacy notice. 

  
 

100% 1289 

 
answered 1289 

skipped 0 
 

   

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

55.12% 183 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

29.52% 98 

3 An owner occupier   
 

7.83% 26 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

   0.00% 0 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

   0.00% 0 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

0.90% 3 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

6.63% 22 

 
answered 332 

skipped 4 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

55.49% 389 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

17.40% 122 

3 An owner occupier   
 

19.12% 134 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

  
 

1.00% 7 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

  
 

0.71% 5 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

1.71% 12 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

4.56% 32 

 
answered 701 

skipped 9 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 

2. Are you responding as:  

1 A private sector tenant   
 

55.89% 712 

2 

A public sector tenant 
eg. Housing Leeds, 
housing association, 
charity 

  
 

13.19% 168 

3 An owner occupier   
 

25.59% 326 

4 
A local business owner 
or service provider 

  
 

1.18% 15 

5 
A representative of a 
local organisation 

  
 

0.39% 5 

6 
A regular visitor to the 
area 

  
 

1.02% 13 

7 
Other (please state in 
the space below): 

  
 

2.75% 35 

 
answered 1274 

skipped 15 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted 
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3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

98.80% 330 

2 Harehills   
 

1.20% 4 

 
answered 334 

skipped 2 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

99.14% 689 

2 Harehills   
 

0.86% 6 

 
answered 695 

skipped 15 
 

3. Are you responding about Beeston or 
Harehills? (please tick one box only) If you 
wish to have a say about both areas, you will 
need to complete separate questionnaires.  

1 Beeston   
 

99.37% 1254 

2 Harehills   
 

0.63% 8 

 
answered 1262 

skipped 27 
 

   

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box 
only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 336 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

   0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 336 

skipped 0 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box 
only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 710 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

   0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 710 

skipped 0 
 

5. Where do you live? (please tick one box 
only)  

1 Beeston   
 

100.00% 1289 

2 Harehills    0.00% 0 

3 
Elsewhere in 
Leeds 

   0.00% 0 

4 Outside of Leeds    0.00% 0 

 
answered 1289 

skipped 0 
 

   

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

17.03% 55 

2 1-2 years   
 

15.48% 50 

3 3-4 years   
 

15.17% 49 

4 5-9 years   
 

13.93% 45 

5 10 years plus   
 

38.39% 124 

 
answered 323 

skipped 13 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

8.62% 60 

2 1-2 years   
 

13.22% 92 

3 3-4 years   
 

22.99% 160 

4 5-9 years   
 

23.99% 167 

5 10 years plus   
 

31.18% 217 

 
answered 696 

skipped 14 
 

6. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell 
us how long you have lived in the area:  

1 0-12 months   
 

5.12% 65 

2 1-2 years   
 

11.02% 140 

3 3-4 years   
 

28.11% 357 

4 5-9 years   
 

29.13% 370 

5 10 years plus   
 

26.61% 338 

 
answered 1270 

skipped 19 
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7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

26.56% 85 

2 1-2 years   
 

23.75% 76 

3 3-4 years   
 

17.19% 55 

4 5-9 years   
 

13.75% 44 

5 10 years plus   
 

18.75% 60 

 
answered 320 

skipped 16 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

17.80% 123 

2 1-2 years   
 

30.97% 214 

3 3-4 years   
 

23.59% 163 

4 5-9 years   
 

12.45% 86 

5 10 years plus   
 

15.20% 105 

 
answered 691 

skipped 19 
 

7. Please tell us how long you have lived in 
your current home?  

1 0-12 months   
 

15.86% 201 

2 1-2 years   
 

34.18% 433 

3 3-4 years   
 

27.07% 343 

4 5-9 years   
 

11.84% 150 

5 10 years plus   
 

11.05% 140 

 
answered 1267 

skipped 22 
 

   

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

73.62% 226 

2 No   
 

26.38% 81 

 
answered 307 

skipped 29 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

76.14% 517 

2 No   
 

23.86% 162 

 
answered 679 

skipped 31 
 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the 
next 5 years?  

1 Yes   
 

74.68% 938 

2 No   
 

25.32% 318 

 
answered 1256 

skipped 33 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                   See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                   
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11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

58.65% 183 

2 Empty houses   
 

27.24% 85 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants 
not staying long) 

  
 

23.72% 74 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

43.59% 136 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their 
bills 

  
 

41.35% 129 

6 

Problems 
accessing services 
eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

20.83% 65 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and 
mental health) 

  
 

28.53% 89 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

57.69% 180 

9 
A high level of 
crime and ASB 

  
 

63.46% 198 

10 
A poor perception 
of private landlords 

  
 

34.62% 108 

11 Don’t know   
 

6.09% 19 

 
answered 312 

skipped 24 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

33.43% 229 

2 Empty houses   
 

14.31% 98 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants 
not staying long) 

  
 

18.69% 128 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

27.59% 189 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their 
bills 

  
 

29.05% 199 

6 

Problems 
accessing services 
eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

28.32% 194 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and 
mental health) 

  
 

17.23% 118 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

36.06% 247 

9 
A high level of 
crime and ASB 

  
 

37.08% 254 

10 
A poor perception 
of private landlords 

  
 

26.28% 180 

11 Don’t know   
 

20.00% 137 

 
answered 685 

skipped 25 
 

11. Which of the following do you feel are a big 
problem in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing? (please tick all that apply)  

1 
Poor housing 
conditions 

  
 

18.57% 234 

2 Empty houses   
 

7.78% 98 

3 
A high turnover of 
tenants (tenants 
not staying long) 

  
 

10.71% 135 

4 
A high level of 
unemployment 

  
 

16.27% 205 

5 
People not being 
able to pay their 
bills 

  
 

26.27% 331 

6 

Problems 
accessing services 
eg. doctors, 
schools 

  
 

28.73% 362 

7 
Ill health (poor 
physical and 
mental health) 

  
 

10.08% 127 

8 

Environmental 
issues, eg. dog 
fouling, fly tipping, 
graffiti etc 

  
 

20.00% 252 

9 
A high level of 
crime and ASB 

  
 

20.40% 257 

10 
A poor perception 
of private landlords 

  
 

21.75% 274 

11 Don’t know   
 

25.63% 323 

 
answered 1260 

skipped 29 
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12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

72.24% 229 

2 No   
 

25.87% 82 

3 Not applicable   
 

1.89% 6 

 
answered 317 

skipped 19 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted               
 

 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

49.20% 339 

2 No   
 

47.31% 326 

3 Not applicable   
 

3.48% 24 

 
answered 689 

skipped 21 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted               
 

 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you 
experienced any of the problems listed in the 
question above?  

1 Yes   
 

30.75% 389 

2 No   
 

66.09% 836 

3 Not applicable   
 

3.16% 40 

 
answered 1265 

skipped 24 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted               
 

 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
55.0% 
(171) 

42.8% 
(133) 

2.3% 
(7) 

311 

Harehills 
7.2% 
(10) 

87.0% 
(120) 

5.8% 
(8) 

138 

 
answered 315 

skipped 21 
 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
35.2% 
(241) 

62.0% 
(425) 

2.8% 
(19) 

685 

Harehills 
4.7% 
(22) 

83.7% 
(394) 

11.7% 
(55) 

471 

 
answered 689 

skipped 21 
 

13. Have you ever been the victim of or 
witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or 
Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
19.9% 
(251) 

77.1% 
(974) 

3.1% 
(39) 

1264 

Harehills 
2.4% 
(25) 

85.7% 
(896) 

11.9% 
(124) 

1045 

 
answered 1268 

skipped 21 
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14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

15.28% 35 

2 No   
 

16.16% 37 

3 Don't Know   
 

53.28% 122 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

15.28% 35 

 
answered 229 

skipped 107 
 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

12.04% 72 

2 No   
 

30.94% 185 

3 Don't Know   
 

37.96% 227 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

19.06% 114 

 
answered 598 

skipped 112 
 

14. If yes, was the anti social behaviour caused 
by tenants of private rented properties in the 
area?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

6.23% 73 

2 No   
 

30.55% 358 

3 Don't Know   
 

37.54% 440 

4 

Not Applicable (not 
witnessed or been 
victim of anti social 
behaviour in these 
areas) 

  
 

25.68% 301 

 
answered 1172 

skipped 117 
 

 
 
 

  

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
52.4% 
(161) 

47.6% 
(146) 

307 

Harehills 
7.8% 
(12) 

92.2% 
(141) 

153 

 
answered 316 

skipped 20 
 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
29.2% 
(199) 

70.8% 
(482) 

681 

Harehills 
4.6% 
(22) 

95.4% 
(455) 

477 

 
answered 690 

skipped 20 

 
 

15. Have you been the victim of or witnessed 
poor conditions in private rented houses in 
Beeston or Harehills?  

  Yes No 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
16.3% 
(206) 

83.7% 
(1054) 

1260 

Harehills 
2.4% 
(25) 

97.6% 
(1022) 

1047 

 
answered 1269 

skipped 20 
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16. The following statements seek to gauge your 
opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords and 
Managing Agents. Please tell us how much you 
agree or disagree with each statement (please tick 
one box per row)  

  

Stron
gly 

Agre
e 

Agre
e 

Neith
er 

Agree 
or 

Disag
ree 

Disa
gree 

Stron
gly 

Disa
gree 

Res
pon
se 

Tota
l 

Landlord and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining their 
properties in a 
safe condition 

65.6% 
(217) 

33.2% 
(110) 

0.6% 
(2) 

0.3% 
(1) 

0.3% 
(1) 

331 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining the 
outside of their 
properties in a 
good condition 

40.2% 
(133) 

46.8% 
(155) 

9.4% 
(31) 

3.3% 
(11) 

0.3% 
(1) 

331 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
taking action 
against tenants 
who cause a 
nuisance or anti-
social behaviour 

42.4% 
(140) 

41.8% 
(138) 

8.5% 
(28) 

6.7% 
(22) 

0.6% 
(2) 

330 

 

answe
red 

333 

skippe
d 

3 

 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your 
opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords and 
Managing Agents. Please tell us how much you 
agree or disagree with each statement (please tick 
one box per row)  

  
Stron

gly 
Agree 

Agree 

Neith
er 

Agree 
or 

Disag
ree 

Disag
ree 

Stron
gly 

Disag
ree 

Resp
onse 
Total 

Landlord and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining their 
properties in a 
safe condition 

39.2% 
(276) 

26.4% 
(186) 

24.1% 
(170) 

8.8% 
(62) 

1.4% 
(10) 

704 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining the 
outside of their 
properties in a 
good condition 

25.6% 
(180) 

25.9% 
(182) 

27.1% 
(190) 

18.4% 
(129) 

3.0% 
(21) 

702 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
taking action 
against tenants 
who cause a 
nuisance or anti-
social behaviour 

26.3% 
(185) 

22.2% 
(156) 

18.9% 
(133) 

24.0% 
(169) 

8.5% 
(60) 

703 

 

answe
red 

707 

skippe
d 

3 

 

16. The following statements seek to gauge your 
opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords 
and Managing Agents. Please tell us how much 
you agree or disagree with each statement 
(please tick one box per row)  

  
Stron

gly 
Agree 

Agree 

Neith
er 

Agree 
or 

Disag
ree 

Disag
ree 

Stron
gly 

Disag
ree 

Res
pon
se 

Tota
l 

Landlord and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining their 
properties in a 
safe condition 

21.9% 
(281) 

23.3% 
(299) 

35.8% 
(459) 

17.6% 
(226) 

1.2% 
(16) 

1281 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
maintaining the 
outside of their 
properties in a 
good condition 

14.4% 
(184) 

15.4% 
(197) 

34.5% 
(442) 

31.5% 
(403) 

4.3% 
(55) 

1281 

Landlords and 
agents should be 
responsible for 
taking action 
against tenants 
who cause a 
nuisance or anti-
social behaviour 

14.8% 
(190) 

12.4% 
(159) 

25.3% 
(324) 

33.7% 
(432) 

13.8% 
(177) 

1282 

 

answe
red 

1286 

skippe
d 

3 
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Group A 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(paper responses only) 

Group B 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

IP address used 6 times or less 
(online and paper responses) 

Group C 
All Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(online and paper responses) 

 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

49.40% 123 

2 No   
 

26.91% 67 

3 Not Applicable   
 

23.69% 59 

 
answered 249 

skipped 87 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

53.38% 332 

2 No   
 

16.72% 104 

3 Not Applicable   
 

29.90% 186 

 
answered 622 

skipped 88 
 

17. If you are a private sector tenant, is your 
home to a good standard?  

1 Yes   
 

52.12% 626 

2 No   
 

14.07% 169 

3 Not Applicable   
 

33.81% 406 

 
answered 1201 

skipped 88 
 

   

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action 
against tenants who cause a nuisance or anti 
social behaviour?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

37.90% 83 

2 No   
 

13.24% 29 

3 Don't Know   
 

48.86% 107 

 
answered 219 

skipped 117 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action 
against tenants who cause a nuisance or anti 
social behaviour?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

19.06% 109 

2 No   
 

24.48% 140 

3 Don't Know   
 

56.47% 323 

 
answered 572 

skipped 138 
 

18. If you are a private sector tenant, in your 
experience, do all landlords take action 
against tenants who cause a nuisance or anti 
social behaviour?  

1 Yes   
 

11.35% 126 

2 No   
 

29.28% 325 

3 Don't Know   
 

59.37% 659 

 
answered 1110 

skipped 179 
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Group A 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(paper responses only) 

Group B 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

IP address used 6 times or less 
(online and paper responses) 

Group C 
All Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(online and paper responses) 

 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No Don't Know 
Response 

Total 

Beeston 
91.4% 
(265) 

2.8% 
(8) 

5.9% 
(17) 

290 

Harehills 
63.0% 
(119) 

3.7% 
(7) 

33.3% 
(63) 

189 

 
answered 293 

skipped 43 
 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
46.9% 
(310) 

48.9% 
(323) 

4.2% 
(28) 

661 

Harehills 
26.3% 
(142) 

53.0% 
(286) 

20.7% 
(112) 

540 

 
answered 666 

skipped 44 
 

19. Do you agree with the two areas proposed for 
Selective Licensing?  

  Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Response 
Total 

Beeston 
25.6% 
(317) 

71.3% 
(884) 

3.1% 
(38) 

1239 

Harehills 
13.1% 
(146) 

68.6% 
(765) 

18.3% 
(204) 

1115 

 
answered 1245 

skipped 44 
 

   

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

  Response % Response Total 

1 Yes   
 

58.75% 141 

2 No   
 

41.25% 99 

 
answered 240 

skipped 96 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there 
is the possibility that some private sector 
landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
would look to increase rent levels. Would you 
support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent 
may increase?  

  Response % Response Total 

1 Yes   
 

29.00% 174 

2 No   
 

71.00% 426 

 
answered 600 

skipped 110 
 

20. If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there is 
the possibility that some private sector landlords 
operating in Beeston and Harehills would look to 
increase rent levels. Would you support Selective 
Licensing if it meant your rent may increase?  

  Response % Response Total 

1 Yes   
 

15.02% 176 

2 No   
 

84.98% 996 

 
answered 1172 

skipped 117 
 

   

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

  Response % Response Total 

1 £1 - £2   
 

53.96% 75 

2 £3 - £5   
 

30.22% 42 

3 £5 plus   
 

15.83% 22 

 
answered 139 

skipped 197 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would 
be prepared to pay extra per week:  

  Response % Response Total 

1 £1 - £2   
 

47.65% 81 

2 £3 - £5   
 

31.76% 54 

3 £5 plus   
 

20.59% 35 

 
answered 170 

skipped 540 
 

21. If yes, please indicate how much you would be 
prepared to pay extra per week:  

  Response % Response Total 

1 £1 - £2   
 

47.37% 81 

2 £3 - £5   
 

31.58% 54 

3 £5 plus   
 

21.05% 36 

 
answered 171 

skipped 1118 
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Group A 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(paper responses only) 

Group B 
Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

IP address used 6 times or less 
(online and paper responses) 

Group C 
All Beeston Resident Responses Only (q5) 

(online and paper responses) 

 

 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or 
disagree with our proposal to introduce 
Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and 
Harehills?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

41.36% 134 

2 Agree   
 

51.23% 166 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

4.94% 16 

4 Disagree   
 

0.62% 2 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

1.85% 6 

 
answered 324 

skipped 12 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or 
disagree with our proposal to introduce 
Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and 
Harehills?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

24.82% 173 

2 Agree   
 

24.82% 173 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

3.16% 22 

4 Disagree   
 

11.05% 77 

5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  
 

36.15% 252 

 
answered 697 

skipped 13 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree 
with our proposal to introduce Selective 
Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Strongly Agree   
 

13.80% 176 

2 Agree   
 

13.88% 177 

3 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 

  
 

1.88% 24 

4 Disagree   
 

23.53% 300 

5 Strongly Disagree   
 

46.90% 598 

 
answered 1275 

skipped 14 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted    See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted    See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted    
   

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 No   
 

85.86% 255 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

14.14% 42 

 
answered 297 

skipped 39 
 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 No   
 

83.13% 547 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

16.87% 111 

 
answered 658 

skipped 52 
 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to 
say?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 No   
 

89.48% 1097 

2 
Yes (please use 
the space below) 

  
 

10.52% 129 

 
answered 1226 

skipped 63 
 

See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted   See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted                   See Appendix 9 for the free text comments submitted    
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FREE TEXT COMMENTS EXTRACTED FROM COMPLETED RESDIENTS/STAKEHOLDERS 
QUESTIONNAIRES  

 

The following comments have been extracted from the questionnaires completed by residents, 
local businesses, stakeholders etc. 

 

1. Please confirm...  

  Response Percent Response Total 

1 
I confirm that I wish to submit the information entered into this form 
to Leeds City Council. I give my consent for my personal information to 
be used as described in the privacy notice. 

  
 

100.00% 1489 

  
answered 1489 

skipped 0 

 

2. Are you responding as:  

Other (please state in the space below): (73) 

1 A former resident of the area 

2 Academic 

3 property developer 

4 Housing worker in area 

5 Living in Parents Basement flat 

6 Work for womens group 

7 Employee at ASHA 

8 Had to let home after job loss 

9 Work at community project 

10 Living in Parents 

11 Imam at mosque 

12 
 

13 Work at Community Centre 

14 I live in Beeston and work with families in that area also 

15 Landlord 

16 Landlord 

17 Living with parents 

18 living with family 

19 Living with partner 

20 living with family members 

21 With Parents 

22 School caretaker's wife 

23 Forward Leeds 

24 a worker in the area 

25 Live with parents 

26 a homeless person 

27 living with mum in Beeston 

28 Live with parents 

29 Homeless 

30 Living with parents - just sold property 
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2. Are you responding as:  

31 Work in the area 

32 Work in the area - DWP support worker 

33 Currently homeless, living with friend 

34 at parents 

35 with parents 

36 With parents 

37 Work in the area 

38 Living in family house 

39 Homeless 

40 living with family 

41 live with family 

42 with parents 

43 Resident 

44 Resident 

45 Lodger 

46 live with parents 

47 Homeless 

48 
 

49 support worker 

50 friends + family in Beeston 

51 sofa surfing in the area 

52 
 

53 council, but lived in private in the passed 

54 Living with friends 

55 
 

56 Homeless 

57 Staying with a friend 

58 
 

59 Drive Through the area 

60 
 

61 Moving into LCC tenancy today 

62 living with sister in law 

63 Moving into LCC property today 

64 Dependant 

65 live in a neighbouring area. 

66 
 

67 WORK IN BOTH AREAS 

68 work in the area 

69 
 

70 worker in area 

71 Living with mum 

72 with brother 
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2. Are you responding as:  

73 housing with a friend 
 

 

8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 years?  

If No, please tell us why in the space below (148) 

1 The area is being taken over by landlords who are renting out properties which are being used for illegal activity. In my street alone 
I have had a brothel and a cannabis farm next door. Properties in the area are not being looked after properly and landlords are not 
setting and maintaining standards. Lots of fly tipping which I believe to be carried out by corrupt landlords 

2 Because of a tie social behaviour that isn’t dealt with, social issues, general demise of the area as Leeds city Council continue to 
allow inappropriate schemes such as the ‘approved red light area, building of a ‘community centre’ on Barkley road in the middle of 
a residential area. 

3 run down 

4 To many drugs, break ins and anti socail behavoiur 

5 Highly doubtful that i will stay in leeds due to the increase in crime and anti social levels in beeston and the whole of leeds 

6 Most private rented accommodation is of a quite poor standard. To many houses of muli occupancy overcrowded (to many people 
in a small area) 

7 I want to change jobs and move to a better area, house with garden and better opportunities for my children. 

8 Will look to move into larger home with garden for growing family 

9 Dependant of work 

10 I might be here in 5 years - my housing goes with my job. No plans to move at the moment. 

11 Much depends on family situation 

12 Much depends on contract 

13 I am leaving leeds after my tenacy is up and moving back to bristol as beeston and other parts of leeds are now to dangerous, 
houses are being broken into nearly everyday, the area looks a mess, there is always anti socail bevavoiur 

14 I like area; just need a larger house 

15 May leave UK after brexit. Depends on finances 

16 Im sick of migrants and foreign getting blame for everything. Just wrong. 

17 Depends on work. May relocate to London. Costs are getting ridiculous here 

18 Need bigger house with garden. Growing family 

19 Brexit. Ill follow the work 

20 No. The area is going do we hill and fast. Too many rented houses, too much anti social behaviour including ongoing speeding 
problems. 

21 Growing family, want garden. May move to top end of Beeston. 

22 If this proposal is pushed through i dont i tend to be labelled a slum dweller. 

23 Getting married and moving to abu dhabi 

24 Have a job in harehills now. Hard to find a house 

25 The area has definitely been negatively affected by the huge rise in private rental and landlords apparent failure to tackle problem 
tenants. 

26 Its my choice 

27 Intend to stay but probably be priced out if/when this ridiculous licensing fee hats added to my rent 

28 Depend on economy 

29 I miss home 

30 Looking to move back to my home town for family 

31 Better condition in Germania 

32 Getting married next year. 

33 Moving to London 

34 Who knows. Stupid question 
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8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 years?  

35 Alot depends on work after brexit 

36 Getting tired of so many brown faces 

37 Move with partner after married 

38 Want big garden 

39 Depends on work after BREXIT 

40 Depending on job 

41 hope to move with partner 

42 I intend to remain in the area, although the rate of the decline in housing standards, the rise of ASB and general dirty, scruffy 
appearance of the area will be a factor in my decision to remain. 

43 Don't like area - ASB & crime 

44 Work 

45 Moving to sweden in new year 

46 Dont want to live in an official slum. May make it harder to move in the future 

47 Am I not allowed? 

48 Depend on work 

49 I plan to move to North Leeds as I don't feel there are enough green spaces near my home. 

50 Going to Uni 

51 Depend on next contract 

52 Mosks are too near. Too much traffick 

53 I am in receipt of DSS, I cannot find many people who take on me. This feels like it will make it harder to get that chance. So who 
knows where I shall be in 5 years. On the street at this rate. 

54 I want to move to london. More work 

55 If this goes through and beeston is labelled a slum, house prices dropping and some banks have said they won't lend in selective 
licensing areas why should I keep my money here I am gonna go somewhere else. Also with landlords putting rents up and with 
more evictions that'll put more pressure on the council to put them in accommodation or the become homeless 

56 Moving 

57 This is not Beeston. 

58 May move need larger house 

59 I do not class this as Beeston or Beeston Hill. 

60 May move. 

61 Dont know the future 

62 This is Holbeck NOT Beeston. This tax should not apply. 

63 Need larger premises 

64 Wish to move to Headingley. Crime in area 

65 Work may change 

66 Family in manchester 

67 Bigger house 

68 Relocating due to childrens schooling 

69 Want to feel safe where I live 

70 its a horrible place, not a place for children 

71 ex-partner lives in beeston 

72 Work comittment changes 

73 Want to be further away from congestion 

74 Hope to find my own place elsewhere by then. 
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8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 years?  

75 buying my own house 

76 Looking to move to another town wity work after April. 

77 Boyfriend lives in Bramley. So may move. 

78 Looking to move out of area. Daughter is subject of bullying in and out of school. 

79 Prostitution issues, drug dealers, drug users 

80 Horrible area! 

81 Working 

82 Getting married 

83 People 

84 Noise nuisance & anti social behaviour 

85 Moving into a ground floor property in Hunslet 

86 Work changes 

87 Unknown 

88 Nothing is set 

89 Need more garden 

90 Who knows what future holding 

91 Need garden with children 

92 Moving for new work 

93 Work change means change of address 

94 Move to house with big yard 

95 New Mosque added too congestion 

96 Too busy 

97 family reasons 

98 Derty area Landrol nothing fix 

99 Traffic and roads terrible 

100 Too congested 

101 landlord already said he will sell if this comes into effect; leaving me to be evicted 

102 Want a bigger yard 

103 Need more space 

104 Houses have a lot of problems. Poor area 

105 Area unsafe 

106 I have lived in the Longroyd most of my life with the odd year away here and there and over the years have seen a rapid decline in 
not only the upkeep of the area but in the type of people moving in and habitating in poorly kept rental properties with the 
landlords only being interested in the rent with no care where it comes from! There are people speeding at 60-70mph along the 
roads that are clearly marked as 20 and as a result of all of the above I feel ashamed to say I live here! 

107 I would like to move away from the area as It can be nosey and the streets can be untidy. There are some nicer areas of Beeston 
but on a whole, I feel the area is becoming less attractive due to litter and antisocial behaviour 

108 Burgled 3 times, lots of drug dealers. 

109 I regard this as Holbeck NOT Beeston 

110 starting at university in September 

111 I am wanting to move because of the steep stairs in my house and so I have a bathroom upstairs. Both are becoming a problem for 
me as I have worsening arthritis. 

112 The area has become unpleasant to live in. Properties overcrowded, too many bedsits, most of the local shops either closed or 
become fast food takeaways. 
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8. Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 years?  

113 Landlord planning to sell 

114 Not if the rent is increased because of your tax on Private Landlords 

115 Saving up deposit for own place 

116 Because its my brother's place 

117 DONT LIKE AREA 

118 BECAUSE OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 

119 NEW JOB IN DIFFERENT AREA OF LEEDS 

120 Not sure 

121 Not sure about staying in the areas - not safe 

122 moving because of threats 

123 rough area 

124 I WILL LIVE ANYWHERE IN LEEDS AS MY LANDLORD WANTS ME OUT BY THE 5TH OCTOBER AS HE IS GIVING HIS HOUSE UP 

125 Don't feel comfortable in area. 

126 Don't like area 

127 Not sure 

128 I am from Seacroft and am looking to move back. 

129 Waiting for council property 

130 Mobility issues & don't like the area. 

131 Not Sure if staying in the area.  Not A Good Area.! 

132 Move closer to daughter. Also feel unsafe in the area. 

133 Don't like area 

134 Not a good area. Car damaged, noisy, phone stolen. 

135 NOT SURE 

136 Bidding for Council property. 

137 A visitor 

138 Rough area 

139 Used to live in Harehills. 

140 High rent, £850-£300 

141 School, not happy with the local schools 

142 Too noisy. Not a good area. 

143 Too much trouble in area. Housing Standards poor 

144 don't know 

145 I have lived in Beeston all my life and all my family are here 

146 Plan to return home to India 

147 Mobility issues  Don't like the area 

148 Want to get out (drugs) 
 

 

9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please tell us in the space below what connection you have with Beeston or Harehills eg. you may 
work or volunteer in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing; you may visit family and/or friends in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing; you may visit to study in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing.  

1 I used to rent a bedsit in Beeston and had major problems with the landlord and his lack of action/investment in repairing his 
property. 

2 Use to live here and have elderly family still living in the area. 
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9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please tell us in the space below what connection you have with Beeston or Harehills eg. you may 
work or volunteer in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing; you may visit family and/or friends in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing; you may visit to study in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing.  

3 I used to live in both Beeston and Holbeck. I have friends who live in Beeston. 

4 Visit friends who live in the area 

5 My comment is general on selective licensing 

6 West Yorkshire Fire& Rescue Service.  

7 I'm a property developer 

8 Family live in the area 

9 Visit friends, use businesses in the area like dentist, doctors, shops, etc. 

10 I work with tenants in the area 

11 I provide housing support to those living in the area 

12 I grew up in Beeston and have family who still live in the area who I visit regularly. 

13 Work in area 

14 I run business in Beeston. 

15 I carry out adult care in the area 

16 Police District of Leeds 

17 I work at Greenmount school as a TA 

18 I work for neighbourhood project based in beeston 

19 Work for ASHA 

20 Work at beeston project ASHA 

21 Visit friends 

22 I work within the areas 

23 I have friends who live in Beeston & Harehills that live in private rented accomodation 

24 Work extensively as community support worker in Beeston and Harehills 

25 Run charity in beeston 

26 Minister at mosque 

27 Work as teacher in religious institution. 

28 I work in community centre in Beeston 

29 I visit my family in beeston regularly. Lived there till i was married. 2 years ago. 

30 I have busness in Beeston 

31 I am partner in polish shop 

32 I have share in business in leeds 

33 Mother lives off Dewsbury Road 

34 Partner lives in Beeston 

35 Landlord in the area. 

36 Used to live in Beeston 

37 OSC 

38 OSC 

39 OSC 

40 OSC 

41 OSC / shops / friends & family 

42 OSC / shops / friends 

43 OSC 
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9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please tell us in the space below what connection you have with Beeston or Harehills eg. you may 
work or volunteer in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing; you may visit family and/or friends in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing; you may visit to study in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing.  

44 OSC / college (student) / shops 

45 My partner lives in Beeston. 

46 I live in holbeck 

47 Family live in beeston and harehills 

48 Family home in Beeston, Leeds 

49 Family live in Beeston. 

50 I’m local to the area, I care about people in low income areas having the right to live in safe housing particularly as there is a lack of 
council housing. I lived in Leeds city centre and had a Beeston postcode. 

51 My family live in Beeston. I have lived there previously. 

52 I frequently go home. 

53 Business in airea 

54 Family live in Beeston 

55 Live in Neighbouring Holbeck & have family and friends throughout Beeston 

56 Visit gran 

57 I work in the Beeston Hill area 

58 Work related 

59 Visit family and One Stop Centre 

60 I am a worker in the area, I also had family living in the area for a number of years 

61 OSC 

62 Use OSC, friends, shops 

63 Used to live in beeston / friends / osc 

64 Use OSC, shops, lives in Holbeck. 

65 Work in the area, supporting asylum Seekers & refugees 

66 Housing Support Officer for LCC - I occasionally visit residents in Beeston. 

67 Looking for housing in Beeston & Harehills 

68 I would like to move to Beeston or Harehills in future and selective licensing is a good idea 

69 Volunteer in one area 

70 Used to live there, want to return for daughters school 

71 Friend in the Holbeck / Beeston area. 

72 My brother has lived in that area. 

73 I work in Beeston and support people who live in Beeston an Harehills and I don't feel safe in both arears 

74 Grandparents home in Beeston. Spend every weekend there. 

75 Use the OSC 

76 Come here for services and to visit friends. 

77 Work in the area. 

78 Use OSC, shops, friends 

79 OSC 

80 work / family / osc 

81 Cousins in Leeds 

82 family & friends 

83 Boyfriend lives in area 
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9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please tell us in the space below what connection you have with Beeston or Harehills eg. you may 
work or volunteer in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing; you may visit family and/or friends in the areas proposed for Selective 
Licensing; you may visit to study in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing.  

84 Lived in Beeston for 4 years - moved 2 months ago to Middleton 

85 No connection 

86 I live near Beeston, I live in Hunslet I have friends in Beeston. I used to live with my sister in Harehills and I know quite a lot of 
people from there. 

87 Beeston is area I have travel through and is close to where I live 

88 I lived with friends and family in the area before. I intend and do have attachments with businesses in that area. These businesses 
are involved in real estate and property remodelling in both areas. 

89 Work in the area 

90 OSC & Shops 

91 OSC / Shops / Visiting friends 

92 shopping / osc 

93 Shopping / OSC 

94 Family 

95 Work related (work in both Beeston & Harehills) 

96 Use OSC, shops, friends 

97 Use OSC, shops 

98 Use OSC, shops, friends 

99 OSC also used to live in the area 

100 friends live there that I visit 

101 Use OSC & shops. 

102 Use OSC, shops 

103 Work in the area, shops 

104 Use OSC, shops 

105 use OSC, shops 

106 Use OSC, shops 

107 Use OSC, shops, family 

108 Use OSC, shops, family 

109 OSC/shopping 

110 I used to live in Beeston and still have friends there 

111 shops, lived in Beeston previously 

112 Shops, OSC 

113 Own business on Dewbury Road 

114 Use OSC, shops 

115 Use OSC, shops 

116 Work in the area (both area) 

117 I work for a private landlord who lets properties in Beeston. 

118 Use OSC, school & nursery 

119 I used to work in Beeeston 

120 Use OSC 

121 OSC 

122 I go shopping in Beeston. 
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9. If you don’t live in Beeston or Harehills -Please tell us in the space below what connection you have with Beeston or Harehills eg. you may 
work or volunteer in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing; you may visit family and/or friends in the areas proposed for Selective 
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123 VISIT FRIENDS 

124 Use OSC, shops 

125 Use OSC, shops 

126 OSC / family 

127 SCHOOL/OSC 

128 I am a housing support worker for Beeston 

129 friends 

130 shops/socialise/previously lived in area 

131 Shopping, Compton Centre, works in Beeston 

132 Support worker in that area 

133 friends + family 

134 OSC/REPAIRS 

135 family 

136 Girlfriend and family live in the area 

137 Pass through whilst travelling to jobs 

138 Work, friends 

139 Work 

140 Previously lived in area / Silos/OSC/ Floods 

141 friends 

142 PREVIOUSLY LIVED IN AREA 

143 shops 

144 shopping 

145 None 

146 I work as a Housing Support worker in the Beeston area. 

147 Live on edge of Beeston. Shops here and visits DROSC 

148 Shopping / family & OSC 

149 I work in Beeston and have family in Beeston 

150 Work, Family in Beeston 

151 Work in one stop shop as a Housing Officer 

152 N/A 

153 Shopping, friends, OSC 

154 indecipherable writing - 4 words 

155 Friends & co-workers. 

156 Friends 

157 Driving through the area to get into Leeds 

158 Lived in Beeston before, family lives in that area. 

159 OSC Leeds Anti Social Behaviour Team 

160 used to live in Beeston. 

161 Friends 

162 Previously lived home, kids, family 

163 Use OSC, used to live in Beeston, now in Chapeltown, knows Harehills 
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164 Use OSC, shops, partner used to live in Beeston, Also knows Harehills. 

165 None 

166 None 

167 N/A 

168 None 

169 I live next door to Beeston -Holbeck. Have friends and wet to school in Beeston. 

170 I used to live in Beeston 

171 Dad lives there 

172 Work for Path Yorkshire delivering a range of different services to the community 

173 Use OSC, partner used to live in Beeston, Also know Harehills OSC. 

174 Used to live in Beeston 

175 Mum lives in Beeston 

176 Work in the area 

177 work in the area 

178 visit one stop centre 

179 GP/One Stop Centre 

180 Previously lived in Beeston 

181 GP, shopping, One Stop Centre. 

182 Family, shopping, One Stop Centre. 

183 Use One Stop Centre. 

184 Shops 

185 Use One Stop Centre. 

186 Work as an engage leeds housing support worker 

187 Use the One Stop Centre. 

188 osc 

189 Friends, work. 

190 No connection. 

191 Visit friends. 

192 OSC/ Partner lives in area 

193 want to move 

194 Work with vulnerable tenants 

195 Parents 

196 One Stop Centre 
 

 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you experienced any of the problems listed in the question above?  

If yes, please tell us in the space below (333) 

1 Answer above 

2 Please see my previous comments 

3 Living next door to a rented property which has not always been kept in good state of repair and this caused me stress 

4 bad landlords doing nothing to enhance the houses they own and not caring about the tenants they rent to drug dealers and users. 
over crowding houses ..one opposite me has 5 people living in a 2 bedroomed terrace house two adults and three children ..  
its mostly Asian landlords too. 
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5 No decent schooling, littering 

6 Environmental. Dog fouling and litter issues along with residents parking their cars and vans on pavements 

7 The increase in asb and break ins to bussiness and homes is increasing, not enough is being done, beeston and holbeck does not 
appear to be a prioity to leeds city council nore wedt yorkshire police, also the condition of rented accomadation exnternal brings 
the whole area down, the image of the area allows asb to grow and carry on, if houses and flats were clean and tidy externally then 
people would not see it as a high poverty area 

8 Lots of fly tipping. New tenants coming and going due to poor housing. (Repairs not being done) 

9 My letting agents, XXX, they charge so many arbitrary fees for doing nothing. 

10 The occupants of several rented properties in the street I live on are involved in illegal activities to supplement their income, which 
in turn leads to higher rates in the area. There are HMOs which are attended by an ambulance roughly once a week. The landlord 
of the properties are not around to be held accountable for the problems their properties and tenants are bringing to local 
residents, and so the problems persist. 

11 Poor housing conditions that the landlord was unwilling to address, despite multiple complaints and a high rent. 

12 Anti social behaviour; due to drunkenness and flytipping/messy bins on linden grove 

13 the landlord of the houses adjacent, do not maintain their property, it has taken a year going through a council complaints 
procedure to stop run off rainwater damaging our home.  the high turnover of tenants reulst in furniture beds rubbish uncollected 
for months.  raw sewage leaking from pipes at rear of has been left unrepaired despite residents requests to landlord to fix. 
transient tenants unified of procedures for handling waste means bags are left in street, bins are not put out unless we intervene 
and do it for them. rubbish can build up for weeks and months without anything being done.  its a constant eyesore, and makes it 
look like the area is uncared forlitter is a constant issue especially after football matches and bin collection which are twice a week 
along these streets, street cleansing is timed for Sunday mornings when everyones car is at home so the cleaning rarely reaches to 
kerb side 

14 Car has been broken into 

15 Dog fouling and grafitti 

16 Not many opportunities for work/volunteering.   Alot of off licences liter. 

17 Community-building is really hard when tenants keep coming and going. I have personally helped neighbours afford rent/food. Dog 
fouling is widespread in the area -- I had to clean some up myself from outside St Luke's Church before we could run an event there 
the other day. Graffiti is continual in the underpass under the M621 at the north end of Beeston Road. Thefts of bikes and 
vandalism of cars are frequent in my area. 

18 FLy tipping, unclean areas, ASB 

19 I see fly-tipped waste left in quiet streets every week, presumably dumped by private landlords, or by the house clearance 
companies they employ. Litter left behind by people eating fast-food from the many takeaways nearby is increasingly dropped in 
local streets rather than binned or taken home. People just drop it from their parked cars in my street. A local shopkeeper has 
bought up many houses on my street and rents them privately now -- the upkeep internally seems good, but some outside 
areas/gardens are getting neglected. That decline is depressing to see, when the homes were once loved and taken care of by 
permanent families and individuals. Gardens seem to be 'too high maintenance' so private landlords are getting rid of all the 
greenery and fresh plants: replacing it with paving, gravel, and briced parking spots instead. This makes the area a less attractive 
place to live. 

20 There are instances of mess/fly tipping. Especially around him yards 

21 Council services are non existant. Bin collection often delayed. Stopping pickups taking waste to refuse site and charging for 
dumping soil/plaster has led to alot more flytipping. 

22 Hard making ends meet. Rent takes much of wage. It is still cheaper than other areas 

23 Although I live in a different part of Beeston I walk around the designated area frequently and see the problems of poor housing, 
environmental problems, asb. I speak with people who live there and I know many have money, housing, health & other problems. 

24 There is a high level of crime and ASB in my neighbourhood. I have had people fly tipping in my garden, which included the 
backseat of a car. During the summer there have been late street parties and loud cars racing up and down my street. Some areas 
of Beeston have properties that look in bad condition from the outside, such as damaged steps leading up to the property. I have 
had numerous new neighbours moving in and out over the past 6 years that I have lived in the area. There are a lot of street 
drinkers during the day, especially over the summer months, who congregate across the street from my property. I work in 
rehousing, and many people I see are adamant that they will not live in Harehills or Beeston due to ASB and conditions of the 
properties. They have also had bad experiences with the local landlords. 

25 Fly tipping and lack of bin collections. 

26 Issues accessing services as council keep closing them down. 

27 Bad ameneties 

28 More flytipping in ginnel behind house since council restricted access to tips. Not very clever. 
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29 Problem with non working tenants. 

30 Large numbers of off licences and unemployed people; at least partly the councils fault for allowing so many shops. 

31 Fly tipping, dog fouling, messy houses and flats, prostitutes on streets, drug taking and dealing in cross flatts park, 

32 It is obvious travelling round Beeston that a large number of houses are in poor condition.  Too many houses used for multiple 
occupancy therefore tenants do not feel responsible for their upkeep. Always difficult to get doctors’ appointments. Numerous 
break ins to houses, shops etc in the area 

33 Poor maintenance of next door rented property has damaged my home.  Witness verbal abuse on daily basis, get woken at night 
frequently by shouting and aware of physical violence and threats towards local residents in a regular basis. Management of 
rubbish and litter and drug dealing also an issue. 

34 I lived in Harehills and my daughter was abused; we were a small family, my husband was on bail for attacking the abuser, we were 
on benefits. We were not ideal tenants but my current landlord took us on. Issues involving my family weren't anything to do with 
the the previous landlord.  Selective Licensing would have stopped this as we wouldn't pass more stringent credit checks; criminal 
checks, or be able to afford extra rent. Selective licences would've left us quite exposed. 

35 I have experienced ASB regularly and have noticed dog fouling and littering in the area. In general, Beeston has become run-down, 
tired and dirty and needs an injection of money and support to help make it a safer, more attractive, place to live and work. In my 
employment I support people who cannot afford their rents and see a lot of applications from residents who live in the Beeston 
area who are struggling financially. 

36 Our current next door is rented by a know drug dealer. He only accepts dss. His tenants are usually and currently living benefits, 
ASB children, current XXX expelled 4 schools and from inclusion. He offers discount rent for putting cannabis farms in property's. 

37 I work for prominent womens group in south leeds. Council policies seem to be fuelling anti migrant hostilities. 

38 some parts of beeston are very deprived and many residents are in poverty 

39 More services would be good. Bins arent even collected half the time. 

40 Only issues ive faced is getting kids into right school. 

41 Too much litter, alcohol been sold and consumed in open pub spaces then these bottles and cans dumped. Litter allowed to fill the 
street. 

42 Local residents are unwilling to work. Harder and harder to get eastern European workers. 

43 Media and council always blame immigrant for your problem. It is problem of your country always blaming everybody else. 
Problem all over not just this place. 

44 Paths need more deweeding. More bin collections. 

45 Burglaries/theft 

46 I have suffered from mental health issues and had 2 relapses in the past 3 years. If I was under proposed scrutiny neighbors 
would've had me evicted a long time ago. 

47 Need more services. Employment and training. 

48 Client find it hard to get houses 

49 Alot of migrants and cultures in and around me. 

50 Issues relevant to supporting local communities as police service 

51 I live in a council house. It is always damp and mouldy. Nothing is ever done. Housing officers ask me to open windows; when it's 
freezing 

52 Litter has got worse since bins were chargeable. £30 is alot of money for alot of average people. 

53 Zero hour contracts and closure of poundlands etc in area make unemployment hard to gauge. 

54 Placing charges and restrictions at dump sites increased general tidyness of area 

55 Area provides starter homes which people progress and move on (even within the area). Mobility is not always negative. 

56 Its average area, better than east end park or burmantofts 

57 Increased antisocial behaviour and crime leading to higher insurance rates especially for cars also gangs are a problem as well as 
drinking and drugs 

58 Only issue is council constantly bugging us without delivering on any promises 

59 As a neighbourhood worker, it is obvious that most issues require more funding and education. Finding housing is also harder than 
ever 

60 Many migrant families settling in to uk life. 
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61 Most private landlords are honest and hardworking. Tenants have responsibility too 

62 Cut to project funding. 

63 Hard to find house 

64 Lots of rented housing nearby with high turnover = people not having a tie to the area and lots of anti social behaviour and general 
messiness. 

65 Neighbours with numerous cars just dumping furniture on the street, even though tip nearby. Antisocial behaviour such as playing 
loud music and noisy arguments and no cindiderstion of others, 

66 I suffer from bipolar. It takes alot of effort and understand it. 

67 Council dont do anything to dossers who litter the street's. Even when info provided. 

68 burglaries, muggings, messy and overgrown houses 

69 Council houses are full of dossers 

70 Council housing is terrible 

71 Issues with neighbour who should of had more support from health services to get his asb under control. Unemployed loitering on 
streets drinking, many people walk in the road as paths are covered in dog mess gardens unkempt attracting vermin etc the list 
goes on 

72 Poor People queuing at chip shop at closing time for free scraps 

73 Appointments are hard to come by. 

74 Who hasnt seen these issues throughout Leeds? Ridiculous questions 

75 Hard to keep on top of bills 

76 crime can be an issue but this is down to non EU persons 

77 Congested Dewsbury Road 

78 Too many cars 

79 Kids playing ball games 

80 So many mosks getting built. Feel like we are in Pakistan. Gonna be a crime to be white soon. 

81 Hard to make ends meet 

82 In previous property the housing conditions were poor – damp.  lots littering and dog mess in the local park and on pavement.  
speeding mopeds on a night through the streets.   Constant smell of cannabis in streets 

83 What is anti social behaviour? 

84 I haven't experienced the problems listed above in my personal life, but have worked with families living in the proposed area who 
have, and who are dealing with issues relating to poverty and social exclusion on a daily basis. 

85 Waiting room full of foreign faces 

86 Problems with services and crime and asb 

87 Crime 

88 Poor housing conditions. 

89 Poor housing conditions 

90 The level of dog fouling on pavements is off the scale. I have not walked on a dog mess free pavement in the area for years. There 
is the strong smell of cannabis in the air 24 hours a day 7 days a week. There is constant noise from motorcycles driven up and 
down the streets at all hours. This is coupled with dangerous driving of cars at speed while being test driven from the car sales on 
the end of Burton Row. 

91 Dog mess / broken glass / criminal damage 

92 Poor housing conditions 

93 ASB 

94 Poor housing condition - LCC didn't help 

95 Poor housing conditions 

96 Getting doctors appointments 

97 Council tenants can be rowdy. With loud music. 
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98 Private landlords not taking responsibility for their tenants - crime and ASB but also front gardens being in a state, attracting 
vermin, making the place an eyesore. I've witnessed overcrowding. Private landlords have had free reign for far too long, 
profiteering from vulnerable people 

99 Council makes landlord out to be bad man. He give me clean place to live and help when i call. Council very wrong 

100 My landlord is decent 

101 People are constantly fly tipping in the ginnel on chapel fold. It's largely the rental tenants and their gardens are horrible. The 
Tennant's a few doors up often also shout and have their teenage sons hanging around the street at night. I've seen people having 
sex on the hill behind Beeston primary school and again lots of fly tipping around there. Also no one ever cleans up their dog mess. 

102 high level of crime and asb, ill health, environmental issues problems accessing services 

103 My landlord is super 

104 Anti social problem is for the police to sort out not the landlords to be police officers 

105 When visiting clients as a housing support worker I have seen poor housing conditions 

106 Homeless people queuing up at chip shop for free food. 

107 Fly tipping more of a problem recently, increase in crime. 

108 Cannot get appointments when needed 

109 People moving on is not a problem. It is about choice not social control. 

110 Not any doctors very close by 

111 All the one ticked but especially crime and ASB issue 

112 I now live on the South side of the park but lived for 6 years in the designated area. During that time we were broken into 7 times & 
experiences countless incidents of ASB.  I also worked as a social worker & visited service users in the area living in privately-rented 
cellars & flats that were so poorly maintained that they should have been reported to Environmental Health - but people were too 
frightened of eviction to do so, & would not permit me to either. I’ve seen the landlords complaining on social media - please 
ignore them! 

113 The houses to either side of us are privately rented. Although both are currently occupied by settled, long-term tenants, we have 
had significant problems in the past with noise, anti-social behaviour, neglect etc. One summer there were 10+ people living in the 
house next door - sleeping in the garden, urinating on people's walls and gateposts, fighting in the street and playing loud music 
from a stereo and organ set up in the front yard. We have also had problems with loud music and noisy house parties on the other 
adjacent house. More generally, a lot of the houses in Beeston have fallen into poor condition with untended gardens / hedges, 
dirty / peeling paint and refuse issues including overflowing bins and fly tipping in back streets and ginnels. Because the houses are 
often let on short-term tenancies to tenants who neglect damage the properties there are constant renovations ongoing in 
adjacent houses - banging, drilling, workmen coming and going etc - yet the area never seems to look any better for all this. 

114 Litter / rubbish / poor property conditions / crime 

115 Struggle with food bills sometimes 

116 Hard to get a house. 

117 Poor quality housing. Poorly maintained. Lots of work required. 

118 Private flat was condemned and landlord was prosecuted. 

119 Damp. Kitchen falling a part. 

120 Traffic from road 

121 Enviromental issues 

122 Especially Environmental issue & crime & ASB 

123 All ticked above, but especially a high turnover of tenants 

124 Drug use, dealers etc 

125 A.S.B most days 

126 High level of crime 

127 Very high crime rate, often environmental issues (a full skip was abandoned on the road not long ago) 

128 Problems accessing services 

129 Traffic build up 

130 No heating, leaks, overcrowding in private rented property charged £280 p/m 
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131 Noisy neighbour - LL has agreed to make him move to another property. 

132 Dog fouling. Not undertaking repairs. 

133 High level of crime (had our car torched, bag stolen, car broken into, she'd broken into) I live next to woodland which has 
consistently being used for fly tipping. 

134 I have had a bad back after work for a couple of years. Making a living hard. 

135 HMOs tenants change regular. Dont always know your neighbour 

136 Fly tipping in front yard. 

137 Shared houses are a bit rowdy 

138 I have been in and out of work 

139 Hard finding reliable work 

140 Problems getting landlord to maintain property in previous rental 

141 Dog fouling is an issue 

142 Daughter being physically bullied in & out of school 

143 Poor housing conditions - landlord wasn't helpful and unprepared 

144 I lived with my sister in Harehills and her house was appalling there was damp all over the place and the roof was falling apart and 
it wasn@t good for the health of my sister. 

145 These are issues that affect others 

146 Drug dealers, anti social behavior due to drug taking, issues with red light zone rules broken and sex workers outside on the 
residence streets and litter from these issues in garden and the streets. 

147 All ticked above plus house parties and horrendous neighbours 

148 Large unwanted items left on the street. This has increased since free collections were stopped. 

149 Tenants not willing to pay their bills when landlords have invested into properties and made conditions better than average and 
reasonable. Some tenants have an idea for entitlements which are unrealistic. 

150 Especially school - applied for a place in May still waiting for a decision in October. 

151 School issue 

152 Loads of drug dealers 

153 Problems with landlord 

154 Landlords wont answer calls. Problems with property and agent hasn't helped. 

155 Tipping or rubbish & crime 

156 Poor housing conditions. 

157 Rubbish being tipped. Gangs. 

158 Especially the environmental issue. 

159 All ticked above but especially Fly tipping issue. 

160 All ticked above, especially the environmental issue. 

161 Crime - shed burgled toys / bikes stolen/ Environmental - neighbours not cleaning up after themselves 

162 Crime 

163 poor housing 

164 Cars & bikes daily on pathways 

165 Fighting in the streets 

166 Poor housing conditions 

167 Last property was very poor. Asked for improvements - landlord sold the property & didn't tell tenant. 

168 Rough sleepers in council block. Teenagers getting in and causing a nuisance. 

169 Money too tight to mention. Barely keeping up with costs 

170 All ticked above 
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171 All ticked above 

172 All ticked above 

173 Racism getting house very hard. 

174 Roads are too busy, especially on Fridays since new mosques opened. Issue with parking not people. 

175 My landlord is fair. 

176 Money not enough 

177 Bills and rent very hard to cover 

178 Not many decent job 

179 Roads really busy recently 

180 Environmental issue 

181 All ticked above, especially not enough GP 

182 All ticked above, especially fly tipping issue 

183 Crime & rubbish 

184 Crowded properties. Bins not emptied. Crime 

185 Crime - gangs 

186 Had poor conditions in previous property, landlord wouldn't help, moved to Cottingley. 

187 Can see & hear ASB & Crime 

188 Cars speeding at night 

189 Crime - son was stabbed 

190 Derty street, people use lot of alcohol and lot drugs, smell street 

191 Witnessed couple crimes. 

192 Roadworks and main roads are abysmal since LCC works 

193 Money and work very hard 

194 I have a very cooperative landlord. This will strain that relationship. 

195 hard balance finance 

196 Traffic worse than ever on Dewsbury Road 

197 Doesn't help living off a main road 

198 Bills high 

199 Do not recognise this image of my area. 

200 Lack of work hours 

201 Cannot see how this will put more money in my pocket. 

202 Grafitti  Noise 

203 Crime 

204 Neighbours have 

205 Several homes in this area are in a very poor condition. Many of us who live here, either renting or owner occupiers are disgusted 
by what has been happening over the last 5 years. 'Slumlords' as I call them are everywhere. Transient tenants fill the homes of 
what used to be an ok neighbourhood. The other major issue and one that has been more recent is the re-homing of evicted ex 
council tenant problem families who are causing several issues on a regular basis. Anti social behaviour is now rife on my back 
street.  My street used to be a relatively peaceful street and residents would use their gardens and keep them in a good condition. 
Since the arrival of these dysfunctional families many of us rarely use our back gardens as there are groups of shady individuals 
gathering in the street most days and nights. I myself have witnessed: Urinating in the street, Drunk/High people in the street, Drug 
dealing/taking, Rubbish strewn across the street, Wheelie bins being removed and thrown across the street, Small children out at 
all hours screaming, Arguing and fighting in the street late at night, Loud music blaring out at night, People lighting fires in the 
street, Throwing stones in the street, Shining torches up at peoples windows in the back street, Constant motorbikes/quad bikes 
and screeching of cars up and down the street, Cars/bikes/quad bikes being mended in the street, A strong smell of cannabis 
regularly floats across this area, Dog mess, graffiti and damage to properties is occurring more often. It really feels like this area is 
being used as a dumping ground for problem tenants and its just not fair on the decent people who live here. The slumlords do not 

Page 263



Appendix 9 
 

12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you experienced any of the problems listed in the question above?  

care at all and fill their homes with anybody willing to pay the rent, many of which will not take care of the property either but the 
slumlords clearly do not care as they do not live here and don't have to cope with it.  I myself try not to venture out too late 
nowadays and often feel too scared and intimidated to use my own back garden. I have put a lot of time, effort and money in to 
making my home nice but more and more lately I do not feel 100% safe in my home. This area could be lovely and with all the talk 
of a housing shortage why don't local councils put a block on these serial buy-to-let landlords and in turn make the area more 
attractive to first time owner/occupiers who will look after the properties and create a nice community, this is my dream and why I 
hold out living here. 

206 Drugs in area & crime 

207 Drugs, fly tipping 

208 Smoking weed.  Property windows smashed in 

209 Drugs, dog fouling, fly tipping 

210 Fly tipping 

211 Elderly residents without proper amenities or greenery 

212 All ticked above, but especially GP & fly tipping issue. Not enough GP. 

213 A house behind me was fire bombed, the tenants over the last few years have all been the same loud, distruprive! Cars speeding 
around the streets at least 30-40 over the speed limit! People seen dealing in the area! Homeless people begging on the streets 
outside Tesco the list goes on! 

214 Tenants don't stay long and have no respect for the area or others living there. They dump anything outside the property on the 
public street including furniture and rubbish. They are often users of cannabis which you can smell throughout the day. Some ride 
around on scooters or quad bikes with no regarden to other road users or foot pedestrian. If they have pets they often do not clean 
up after them. 

215 Although I personally do not live in a rented property I do have friends that do and the conditions are not always up to scratch.  
Many residents of the area that have poor health and alcohol/drug problems. 

216 XXX have been renovating long-term empty homes in Beeston with volunteers and homeless people for the last twenty years. It is 
also apparent from a glance down any street that some of the other homes are in a better condition than others. On some streets, 
the bin yards are a particular problem. 

217 Don't think the managed red light area is working, too many needles & condoms in the streets. Moving into Beeston car park that 
used to be Beeston Working Men's club. Lot of rubbish in the area, Cross Flats park problems with illegal dogs (pit bulls & crosses) 
Openly drug dealing in the street, lots of car break ins in the area. 

218 Seen poor housing conditions 

219 Drug dealing in streets, burglary. 

220 There are many examples of residents displaying a lack of love or care for the area in which they (and I) are resident. High turnover 
of private tenants and a lack of connection to the community amongst those short term tenants does not benefit the area. 

221 When trying to make a routine appointment at the GP surgery there is generally a waiting time of 2 weeks as in all areas of the city.  
Dog fouling and fly tipping appear to be the worst issues. Again this happens in many areas of the city. ASB, was an issue in the 
street, if the police had more presence this would be less of an issue.  Having to keep logs of noise etc for the council before they 
actually act on anything will not resolve any issues. Once the council did finally speak to the landlord in question he gave the 
tenants a one time option to behave or move. The issues were resolved immediately. He was not aware of any issues for the two 
years I had been reporting it to the council. I have as a white person also been racially abused once, possibly from somebody 
outside the area I don't know. The majority of people as far as I am aware living in the same street as me do work, are on low 
income. Any rise in rent would significantly effect them, making them more likely to move, making space for people who will have 
housing paid for by them by benefits. I own my own house and have poor health and mental health conditions, I work, this scheme 
would not improve my health or possibly that of many others. If houses aren't suitable and in poor condition I have known a couple 
of people to move house within this same street. 

222 I've seen rapid turnover of tenants, unsuitable accommodation rented out (basements with no natural light or emergency exit etc) 

223 Noisy traffic from Dewsbury Road. Gotten worse with road works 

224 Good schools nearby but getting an appointment at doctor is hard. 

225 Multiple homeless hanging around and begging near the Tescos. Homeless knocking on my door begging, dog mess, 2Weeks wait 
for a doctor appointment, Drug Deals occuring in plain site 

226 Traffic is terrible 

227 Hard getting more work hours 

228 empty houses - used by homeless or youths in the summer, garden used by neighbours to store/leave waste, proliferation of 
japanese knotweed and other overgrown plants, environmental issues - fly-tipping, migrant/refugee residents don't understand 
where to take their rubbish so leave it on street corners, 50metres away from Council parks site. 
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229 Fly tipping rubbish everywhere houses and gardens full of rubbish landlords not checking up on how many people actually live in 
house and not keeping houses and gardens up to scratch. 

230 High turnover of tenants: not a problem in itself, except where (as is often the case) it makes for neighbourhoods where people 
aren't invested. That certainly links to the enviro issues (esp fly tipping) above, that are a constant battle. Am not convinced about 
how closely linked stuff like ASB is to this. 

231 All the above ticked boxes contribute to my poor mental health. 

232 Money is scarce 

233 I have been assaulted in the street by a stranger without provocation (attacker under the influence), fly tipping, drug use / selling, 
vandalism, car damaged 

234 Struggling financially 

235 Houses not been looked after. Gardens neglected. Lowering the look of the district 

236 RUBBISH DUMPED ON PREMISES 

237 not the best of areas 

238 RUBBISH IN STREET, FLY TIPPING. KNIVES CARRIED BY GROUPS OF YOUNG PEOPLE, DRUGS SOLD IN THE STREET 

239 DOG FOULING 

240 Crime - hate crime, drug use, scared to go out, homelessness 

241 50/50, Crime, Theft 

242 ASB IN STREET, RUBBISH, DOG FOULING 

243 drugs - takin / smoke 

244 As a worker I regular have clients with these issues 

245 Environmental Issues 

246 CRIME/AUTISM 

247 crime – stabbing, poor housing conditions 

248 DRUGS USED IN PUBLIC/BURGLARY 

249 CRIME 

250 eggs thrown in window 

251 poor housing, crime, ASB + rubbish 

252 All of the items ticked 

253 All ticked 

254 eggs thrown at windows 

255 Problems with neighbours - shouting, poor behaviour 

256 GANGS OF YOUTHS IN AREAS AND ON STREETS 

257 Moulded houses 

258 Problems with neighbours - shouting, poor behaviour 

259 Poor Quality Housing no alarm in property 

260 ASB 

261 Heating conditions 

262 Dog fouling and rubbish 

263 poor housing conditions 

264 housing, rubbish on street, drugs 

265 Drug dealing 

266 Drug dealing 

267 LL will not fix LL not interested 

268 having rubbish on streets and dumping 
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12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you experienced any of the problems listed in the question above?  

269 overlook park- lots of rubbish, dog fouling & ASB 

270 Drug dealing 

271 Drugs, Crime. 

272 ASB & crime dog fouling 

273 House in poor condition and landlord won't do anything. 

274 ASB, RUBBISH, DOG FOULING 

275 Drugs, poor housing. 

276 Drugs, poor housing. 

277 Poor housing conditions. 

278 House in bad condition, landlord not repairing. 

279 Rubbish, drug dealing 

280 Drugs dealing Happening, Environment rubbish Graffiti, Poor housing leak in bathroom CH not working, Agent not doing repairs 
contacted 2 years but to no avail PRS inspected last eek 

281 Poor housing 

282 Poor housing conditions 

283 Youths in streets - ASB / Drugs 

284 Poor housing conditions 

285 Poor Accommodation - No heat - Shoddy housing 

286 no information 

287 Theft of phone in street 

288 Dirty streets, Crime, Gangs 

289 Drug taken on street and in park 

290 Crime, drug use, prostitution 

291 especially doctors 

292 Prefer not to say. 

293 burgled twice 

294 Not towards them but experienced Crime & ASB 

295 My sisters house has mould and it rains inside 

296 The area is full of drug addicts living in houses converted into flats. 

297 Sick neighbours, Benefit sanctions, Stagnated wages, Poor health 

298 POOR STATE - LANDLORD WASNT HELPFUL & NOT REPAIRED 

299 Crime on street stabbing 

300 Landlords don't do repairs in properties and rent them out to anyone. 

301 serious housing conditions - ASB crime - bus set on fire/windows smashed. 

302 I tried to get a council property for 5 years and got nowhere ther area is full of crime / full of rubbish. 

303 noise nuisance 

304 Very draughty - landlord not helped. Old and in poor condition. 

305 Rubbish, drugs 

306 Bathroom - Leak from bathroom / damage to ceiling from leak - LL not done repair 

307 Regular crime and disorder. Drug use, constantly checking doors/windows, having locking problems with security of communal 
door not locking, none tenants gaining access. 

308 Crime and ASB 

309 Drugs, rubbish in the street. 
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12. If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you experienced any of the problems listed in the question above?  

310 Poor housing conditions 

311 NEIGHBOUR - Noisey - 

312 CANNOT PAY BILLS 

313 Poor Housing Conditions- Damp, overcrowded , no door on kitchen , heating not working 

314 Drugs/Crime/Dirty streets 

315 Bitten by neighbour's dog, Noisy neighbours, lot of dog fouling. 

316 Litter/dog fouling 

317 Been treated poorly by landlords not doing repair on property. 

318 ASB 

319 Problems with neighbours 

320 Crime and drugs 

321 Dumping waste in park/communal areas. 

322 Poor housing 

323 rubbish, dog fouling 

324 poor housing, rubbish 

325 dog fouling, rubbish, drugs 

326 Yes, landlord not responding to repairs 

327 Damp, fire not working, poor quality furniture for a furnished let 

328 dog fouling and fly tipping 

329 Maintenance not kept up with 

330 Youth in streets, ASB, Drugs 

331 Gangs on streets, lack of police 

332 Drugs, Prostitution, Rubbish 

333 PRS housing not in good condition, Lack of work by landlords, Disrepair 
 

 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below (605) 

1 Landlords are now in a position where they are almost untouchable because of the lack of single social housing with which Leeds 
needs urgently. 

2 Landlords need to take responsibility for the properties they rent and for ensuring Tennant's are safe in the properties and also that 
the properties are being looked after both inside and out 

3 My postal area falls just outside of the proposed boundary for the r this scheme, I have concerns this will result in unscrupulous 
landlord electing to buy to rent in my area rather than that within the boundary. There are already landlords whose properties 
and/or tenants do not meet acceptable standards within my area, I fear the incidence of the will rise if buying a "slum" in the 
proposed area is more difficult. 

4 it is badly needed in beeston the standard of landlords responsibility is about zero & most of them are breaking health & safety 
laws 

5 Having seen a lot of anti social behavious including a canabis farm opposite my property in Beeston, I would welcome these 
proposals. Residents will feel there complaints will be listened to. 

6 Landlards needs to ensure the front and back of properties are kept clean and freshly painted, and no rubbish or overgrown 
weeds/plants 

7 Would agree to tighter controls 

8 This should cover the whole of beeston and holbeck 

9 I see a lot of houses in poor condition from the outside and am aware of lots of people who are unhappy with the state of there 
homes. 
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22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

10 Some control and watchful eye would be beneficial to the tenants of these landlords 

11 Whilst I think Selective Licensing is a good idea, the area focused on in Beeston is one of the most deprived. If rent is to increase, 
people will be pushed out of that market, and potentially lead to increased homelessness and other issues. There is plenty of 
unacceptable rented accommodation in surrounding areas, just across the park in Cross Flatts for example, where nuisance tenants 
are wreaking havoc for other residents. These properties cost more already, and therefore a small rent increase will not have such 
an impact on the tenants. I think it is worth spreading the cost of these licenses to a wider area, and potentially staggering the costs 
of the licenses according to the area of the property. Also, the council taking more action against problem tenants would be a 
useful action in the lead up to this trial. Landlords aren't interested, and will simply rent out a property again and again to 
unsuitable occupants unless they are held to account by LCC. 

12 I fully agree with the introduction of Selective Licensing. However, given the high amounts of rent many landlords already receive, 
any additional costs should stay with the landlord or agency and not passed onto the tenant.  I feel particularly strongly about this 
as much of what Selective Licensing would bring, many people believe Landlords should be doing anyway by default, but most 
often do not. 

13 It is hard to find any housing, even in Beeston. Licensing will only make the pool of housing smaller and more expensive. Licensing 
only seems to offer council revenue as oppose to a better deal for tenants. Tenants have to be more house proud; more 
opportunities in employment/training would help. 

14 I don't want to pay more in rent to subsidise landlords portfolio in these areas. 

15 I do not want intrusion at home by council and tradesmen. I cannot afford increase in rent. 

16 It should be mandatory for landlords to obtain a license in these areas where landlords often take advantage of the private rental 
sector. What is more is that the licensing fees should not be passed onto the tenants. Landlords should account for the costs within 
their own business. Any landlord found imposing the cost onto the tenant should be penalised. This could be enforced by imposing 
restrictions on rent increases. E.g. if a landlord wishes to increase the rent, they must do so by notifying the council on the 
conditions of their license. In addition, the notification must come with a full explanation and summary as to why the rent is 
increasing. This could be due to a higher value of the property, the rate of inflation, or any works undertaken to the property which 
will enhance the quality and standard of amenities to the current tenants. 

17 Tenants in the UK have terrible legal rights compared with most of our European neighbours, and we see the practical impact of 
this in Beeston on a day to day basis. Pretty much anything that strengthens local government to improve the rights or conditions 
of tenants has to be good news... 

18 I beleive that licensing of properties simply creates further hoops for landlords to jump through, increases rents and makes it very 
difficult for smaller/accidental landlords to maintain properties. However, a register and licensing of LANDLORDs and no or minimal 
cost may be a better option. 

19 I feel there are too many private landlords buying up 'cheap' terraced housing here, with little commitment to the quality of living 
space and the actual community at large. I see so many externally neglected properties in the area you've designated - there are 
some streets I won't walk down because it's too grim and depressing. Imagine if you're a tenant having to live in one of those 
homes. I've had to call out the police to anti-social behaviour locally - I'm mindful that the private landlord may not ever get to 
know about their tenants' behaviour, or particularly care about it. Licensing would ensure they have some responsibility for the 
people they provide homes to, and hopefully make them care more about their impact on the community as a whole. 

20 My home is adequate for my needs for now. It is relatively cheap to run, I would not want to pay any higher rent as I would look to 
move to a different area with comparable rent instead. 

21 I do not want to pay a tenant tax for the privilege of being threatened with eviction if i play my music too loud, or if i cook odorous 
food. 

22 I would not invest in areas with selective licensing. 

23 I cannot afford to pay any more in rent or have choice of houses further diminished 

24 Better landlords make for better tenants and better relationship with local community. Everyone deserves a decent home. 

25 I think this will help increase the standard of the area whether it be the properties or the tenants residing in them. 

26 Licensing will not affect terrible council tenants in the area. Antisocial behaviour and rubbish is usually down to the dossers who 
live in the cheap council houses, the council does nothing to sort them out. Its about time they got their own house in order. 

27 Increase in private rents will lead to more demand for stretched social housing. Increase in the rent . 

28 I am in a decrepit council house. Repairs are always done late and there is no good service. I am looking to move to a private rent, 
as I am sick of mould and damp in my house. 

29 Tenants and landlords already can be enforced against 

30 I live in the area for convenience and cheapness. I'm already struggling; higher rents could leave me homeless. 

31 I do not want landlord constantly visiting and carrying out adjustments. I can take care of my yard. I like my privacy and do not 
want to pay extra rent to subsidise council budget. 
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22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

32 I've witnessed prostitution and used sex work paraphernalia from LICENSED zone in Holbeck. It seems the council FAIL to see their 
role in creating the single most anti social policy in South Leeds. Then charge tenants for the overspill via this license. 

33 There are too many properties in poor condition and this would help reduce this 

34 The council need to install more cctv in the area, they need to provide skips for rubbish to be removed in all areas of beeston as a 
one of cost to allow people to get rid of thier rubbish to improve the area, the council needs to enforce apperance guidelines of 
what propertys should look like on the outside 

35 This can only help improve an area which is quite run down in parts and is a gateway into Leeds city and therefore does not give 
visitors a very good impression. 

36 Licensing would stop my family from moving in/from my house. Leaving us reliant on non existent social housing. 

37 The licence fees should be spent on helping to re-generate the areas concerned. This will help to make the areas more desireable 
which would in turn help increase the value of the properties owned by landlords in the area. It would also help to address some of 
the issues faced by home-owners in the area who live in the vicinity of some pretty shabby properties and low income/vulnerable 
households. Most importantly, the licensing will help to protect vulnerable tenants. Landlords already overcharge for their 
properties as they know they will receive Housing Benefit up to the government's LHA rate - which is relatively generous when 
considered alongside the state of some of the properties in Beeston. Perhaps there could be an incentive for landlords who agreed 
to lower their rents? 

38 The current market shows that there are more and more fly by night landlords more bothered for money rather than decent living 
conditions 

39 I have tried finding housing for women, and families from a foreign back ground, immigration checks and stringent referencing are 
making it difficult to find homes. SL only adds to this, landlords are saying they dont want tenants with foreign sounding names, 
houses are seemingly "taken" then become available when british accent is making the call. 

40 Hopefully improve living conditions for tenants. 

41 I do not want to be policed and told what to do by my landlord. 

42 I live in street line terrace. Council is pathetic in keeping pavements and road clean and safe. 

43 Council services have dropped off a cliff. I work part time and pay part of my rent. My landlord has unchanged my rent. But council 
tax, bills and food costs have just risen and risen. The extra 20-30 per month in rent would make it harder to live. It could pay for a 
weekly shop. But council dont seem to accept the real cost to tenants. 

44 Money is already tight. I dont appreciate being blamed for councils own failures 

45 Taxing the poor areas, why not test this in Hyde park, or city centre 

46 Finances have fallen through the floor. Extra rent and lower pay (im polish) i cant afford extra cost 

47 Cannot afford to pay more for dwindling pool of workers. Higher rents could break camels back. Local economy will be undermined 
by higher rents. 

48 Council says these area are bad. Area full of muslim, eastern european. Council say we are bad. Racist policy. Wrong. I dont want 
always checks on me. 

49 1. How are tenants meant to know what other people's landlords do. 
2. a lot of street line terraced housing. Outside should be responsibility of council. Weeds everywhere. Pull your finger out. 

50 I don't want to pay more to be checked on constanly 

51 To make landlords take responsibility of run down housing/and not paying tax on income derived from rent /they want cash 
transactions 

52 Don't want my options cut down moving forward. I have had breakdowns, fell behind on rent and damaged my property. But I've 
had a network and family to support me. Licensing would leave me at a real disadvantage going forward. 

53 I am an imams. I live locally. People don't have money for extra rent. I do not think it would be right to bring threat of 
homelessness to many of my congregation who find it hard to find a house anyway. 

54 Will not promote independent living. Client tenants issues will be made worse 

55 I own my house. I disagree that it is a slum. Maybe some actual investment and training would be a better tack than labelling my 
home a problem area. Shit sticks. 

56 Dont want more interference and higher rent. Just move if that happens. 

57 If tenants pay more rent and move, it affects my barbershop. Hard enough to make ends meat without extra cost, effecting trade. 

58 You have a rogue landlord unit. Make use of it. Most houses are decent, why should i subsidise poor houses 

59 Council tenants are more of an issue. Foreign tenants blamed for problem unfairly 
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22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

60 Already too much expences this is not right 

61 No tenant tax. Already to many costs 

62 Landlord already warned he will sell up under licensing. Making me homeless. Not good 

63 Just seems wrong. Not everyone in a dated property is a sociopath. Don't like being blamed for area being bad. I don't see it. 

64 Conditions in social housing are far worse on average. When will council fix up. Do not want option of private rent out out of reach 

65 Not been informed of anything. Dont want to pay more in rent and have less choice in houses 

66 Upkeep of clean and safe home is my problem. Repairs and providing decent house is agents issue. I am responsible 

67 Coincil visited my house already. I have alarms and doors. Alarms are very annoying and go off with normal cooking or steamy 
shower waking up sleeping children. 

68 Cannot afford a single penny extra for rent. ASB should be dealt with an independent body, not landlord, may use for bogus 
evictions. 

69 I work in a diverse school, the children are very receptive and our school is outstanding. This come from hard work from staff. Local 
area gives people a chance, council not encouraging community, just taxing those who struggle. 

70 Maintainance is a partnership between me and my landlord. I dont want to be constantly under scrutiny and bugged by landlord 
and workmen 

71 I own my house. Dont want to be tarred a slum area. Will council compensate for loss of value in my property 

72 Problems in area are due to immigration, not lack of landlord intervention. Rental properties are generally well managed. 

73 I want to move out soon. Selective licensing will mean it is harder for me to be rehoused and for a higher rent. That is not making it 
better for anyone 

74 I dont want louts moving into my street. All of Beeston shall be designated a problem area. That is not the case 

75 Over spill of evicted tenants shall flood my part of beeston. This destabilises the community. Poorly thought out 

76 I fled my abusive relationship and landlord housed me and my child on housing benefit even though I had bad credit and could not 
provide proper references. I was given a chance. Under licensing this would become impossible, leaving me stuck with abuse. It 
undermines all vulnerable tenants 

77 Concil have not mentioned this. Only heard via whatsapp. Bad concultation. Landlord already stated he will sell the house. This will 
make me homeless. 

78 More rent now when everything uncertain is terrible idea. Already hard to find house. 

79 What does anti social behaviour on the street have to do with families in their home? Police should police. Leave landlords to 
house people as the counsel do a pathetic job 

80 In theory, it seems to be a good plan to ensure housing standard rise in deprived areas but more needs to be done around the main 
problems including crime and drugs 

81 I lived in cross green when you made a load of false promises there. All that happened is my landlord upped rent then sold up and 
evicted us. There is no where ro go after Beeston. Get a grip you liars 

82 No extra rent. Nobody can afford. 

83 Selective licensing will mean mpre large family type homes become hmo which i dont want 

84 It looks like a bad deal. Tenants and residents punished 

85 Tenants alraedy find it hard to find housing. Scheme will make it more expensive and harder 

86 Cant see how conditions would improve area in manner described 

87 I work in Beeston. Need for affordable homes in rental sector for people who are not rich or established. I live in Harehills, great 
strides have been made that will be undermined by a tenant tax. 

88 Labelling areas as problem areas only deepen issues 

89 High rents and evictions in a turbulent time. This could cause massive civil unrest. 

90 Do not agree to rent increases, eviction and lack of support for community 

91 Area is not Beirut. 

92 Area not to blame. 

93 Cannot recall other measures to tackle Anti social behaviour. These should be looked at first no? 
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94 I dont wish to be under eviction 

95 Agree but landlords should pay and not pass onto tenants. 

96 It depends what the conditions were. Making houses safer is good but I think a bigger challenge is security in beeston and in other 
areas of Leeds as landlords ignore your rights, come into your property, end contract at minimum notice etc, which is a huge worry 
for tenants even more than damp, broken appliances etc 

97 Increasing rent is conducive to evictions. 

98 But there is an issue in other areas of beeston, ie: Cross flatts avenue. Needed to ring council noise dept all times of day. Just open 
car doors and let music blare out. 

99 This will further strain relationship between tennent and landlord 

100 Counsel do not take action as it is. Nothing to show they will do so under licensing 

101 Tenant already get little chance. Council will make this no chance. 

102 Im a social tenant. Had episodes in the past which neighbours complained about. I would get no house or evicted under this 
proposal. 

103 Not targetted enough. Slum label will affect my house value. 

104 One eyed survey. Not fair 

105 No proven link between private renters and asb. Ridiculous 

106 What is the point of counsellors already maid up minds. Do not agree high rentals 

107 Already heard this is a done deal. Lets see if voices really shall be heard. Not likely. 

108 Not a good idea 

109 I wanted to rent out my home whilst abroad. This will make it impossible. 

110 Cannot afford to be evicted 

111 Rents go up in 25/50 increments. This will coat me 600 a year. Joke 

112 It may make landlords have more respect and responsibilities for their houses and tenants 

113 No more rent 

114 Lead to disturbance 

115 Weighted questions. 

116 Why dont council improve our housing 

117 Make rent unaffordable 

118 Youre lining your own pockets and doing nothing for us 

119 Dont want to pay extra tax 

120 Bad idea 

121 I stay in terrible council house for 12 months before getting a private house. 

122 ASB can and does happen anywhere. Picking on densly populated area without workable asb policy is wrong 

123 Harder to rent somewhere 

124 Rent is so high anyway 

125 High rent + More evictions = bad news 

126 Imcreases too much 

127 My flat is ok. Rent is a little high. But its around average for the area. Unfair on majority of decent tenants who will face increased 
costs 

128 Unfair on tenants 

129 Some Landlords don’t follow current legislation around safe homes so a few forms is not going to change a thing but make rents 
higher as they will no doubt pass on the cost to their tenants many of which are only just managing to keep their heads above the 
water as it is. I have very little faith in the policing of such a scheme when current regulations are not policed at all. Stop filling up 
these areas with bail hostels and those with no desire to seek employment and there will be less unemployment the council estates 
in the areas are just as bad as the private ones so a license will change nothing but add to the poverty in these areas. 
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130 Both tenants and agents have responsibility to maintain a safe home. 

131 Ive seen how poorly you administer hmo and theyre licensed. This is just a money making scheme 

132 People are being made homeless and this will inflate costs. Disgusting plan 

133 Social Housing is ignored and underfunded. 

134 Bad ideas 

135 Will cause riots with evictions 

136 I wanted to convert my basement to a studio flat for my son. Then rent out when he moves. This would be a big problem 

137 Bad deal 

138 Wrong in so many ways 

139 1. I live on other side of park. 2. If rents rise in one part of beeston, they shall rise for me. 3. I dont want evicted scum being housed 
near me. 

140 Area will suffer if it is labelled a slum. I dont want my house value impacted. Surely council have a more efficient way to deal with 
problem tenants. 

141 Issues seem more complex than a few smoke alarms 

142 Do you really listen? 

143 I want to move out eventually this will make it hard 

144 We get nothing for more rent 

145 Will effect mortgage available + house value. Will there be compensation. 

146 Penalising tenants in poor areas makes no sense. Could cause a riot. Wrong on so many levels. 

147 Beeston & Harehills seem quite average areas. Heightening rents and potential for mass evictions can undermine families who 
utilise our mosque. We serve those who visit us. As such, profiteering from landlords and their struggling tenants is reprehensible 

148 Cannot destabilise families who we work for. This is a dangerous proposal 

149 Massive risk of losing home and eviction. 

150 This is not Baghdad. Bloody pathetic 

151 Can not see the affect the measures would have on ASB or flytipping 

152 I do not see why tenants in Beeston should be treated with any greater scrutiny than those elsewhere 

153 Seems to be unfair 

154 We do not all wan t to buy or stay in one house forever. Making affordable rent unaffordable is not forgivable 

155 We don't want to have uncertainty over rent and evictions. 

156 May go back to Latvia if rent goes up 

157 Residents must be more responsible for their own homes. 

158 No rental increase 

159 Council tenants are the worst. 

160 Do not want to pay even more rent if I find decent place 

161 Disagreed anyway. Weighted survey confirmed this is a con. 

162 Beauty is in eye of beholder. Who are you to say we live in a slum? 

163 Mine is fine 

164 Who wants to be told you live in a slum 

165 What is Antisocial behaviour? Too vague 

166 Council houses are a million times worse. Pull your head out of the sand 

167 Rubbish is council issue surely. Most of Beeston is street lined. Rubbish on the street is responsibility of council. 

168 Over regulation is a problem for everyone 
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169 We will be getting charged for breathing air soon. 

170 High rent will make staff hiring harder. 

171 Cannot see what council will do for tenants or landlords. 

172 Do not see what license actually achieves. Apart from upping rent and causing evictions. 

173 Charging for calling this a slum. Shameless. 

174 Rent is a big cost. Increases cannot be met 

175 Harder to sell/buy in designated area 

176 Bad for me sorry 

177 Stupid 

178 Bad for staff 

179 this will drive cost up for landlords it has to go some were 

180 Feels like a tennent tax 

181 You are driving us out 

182 Why do we not get better housing from the council 

183 Too much interference 

184 You can tackle issues better without impacting on our rents. 

185 Very bad scheme 

186 Rent will increase 

187 Seems bad 

188 Council should not dodge responsibility for ASBO tenants. Most are in council houses 

189 It looks like a cash generator with little benefit for locals. 

190 Do not wish to be Slum Labelled 

191 Looks like a cash grab 

192 Is there a point in asking? Counsel have selective hearing when it comes to selective licensing 

193 Effects value of my house. 

194 It's dosser council tenants that are the problem. Not decent workers 

195 We do not get anything from this. Nothing. You get 800! 

196 Get rid of all these Asians and Africans. 

197 Bad for my take out 

198 $$$ 

199 Only areas that are affordable to many. Messing with that would be a big mistake. Huge. 

200 What about those dss dossers 

201 Do not see connection between ASB and measures being proposed. 

202 Seems unfair. Something better must be available 

203 Bad 

204 Seems pathetic 

205 Charging for bins and waste sites have lead to flytipping. Horrible money grabbing policies 

206 No Slum Labelling 

207 Takes away from communities in both areas. Disgusting manoeuvre by LCC 

208 I think private landlords should be held accountable if they fail to provide safe, decent accommodation for their tenants. I have 
visited families who are living in conditions that would put the Victorian slums to shame, and the landlords get away with it 
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because they have the power to evict tenants if they complain. I am, however, concerned by the suggestion that landlords would 
be allowed to pass the cost of licensing on to their tenants through rent increases. I'm also concerned by the implication of an 
earlier question about linking ASB with private rental tenants. I would want this scheme to improve the lot of families living in 
poverty, not just become another way to disadvantage them or another stick to beat them with. 

209 Hits house prices 

210 Harder lending 

211 Feels like a Tax 

212 Making rents inaffordable 

213 How does this affect lodgers 

214 Do not want house price fall 

215 Such a bogus survey. 

216 Decrease in house value could be huge 

217 Both Harehills and Beeston deserve better and both communities are united in opposition. 

218 High rent + More eviction = No Deal 

219 Very bad for tennent 

220 My bills will increase. We need speed bumps and traffic calming before making the rent increase. 

221 Cannot connect the dots. 

222 Do not have same measures in my flat. 

223 Landlord - good ones feel penalised by charge. 

224 Must be applicable to all, including Council. Level playing field everyone should maintain. 

225 Cannot afford more rent 

226 I do not agree with tenant tax 

227 Used to work in Beeston as a Youth Worker, feel the area has gone down hill year on year. 

228 Who wants to live in a designated slum 

229 Why are we only hearing about this now? Poorly administered consulatation 

230 Tenant Tax 

231 Will hurt my house price. Not a good idea 

232 Tenants from council housing are the cause of many issues. Houses and tenants are worse in public sector. Blaming us is plainly 
wrong. 

233 What about those who have hit a rough patch? Everyone to be homeless. 

234 This would help make people's lives better 

235 LCC should me more accountable 

236 I am happy with my landlord and I can't afford extra rent so would have to move and possibly loss my job 

237 I agree it is a tenant tax 

238 Do not wish to be tarred as living in a slum 

239 Landlords need to have some responsibility for their tenants. I'm a private tenant and it's in my tenancy agreement that I should 
not cause noise nuisance. I'd get evicted if I kept having parties and using drugs at all hours of the morning. Private landlords in 
Beeston and Harehills don't care about this - all they care about is getting their rent which is often from LHA. 

240 Landlord already mentioned possibility of eviction if he has to sell up. 

241 Who can afford extra rent. Will council pay? "Only" a few pound is alot. 

242 Bad 

243 Slum label sticks, hurts reputation of my home. 

244 Very slanted survey 

Page 274



Appendix 9 
 

22. Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills?  

245 Not a good thing 

246 This makes it less affordable 

247 Have been following on social media. Council keeps on changing reasons behind this, looks like a tax for tenants 

248 From what I have read, if this comes into force then my house value will plummet.   No thank you. 

249 I find regulation without investment pointless. 

250 Beeston + Harehills do not deserve this tax. 

251 I dont know anyone in tge block that agrees with this. We pay a premium anyway. Just needless 

252 Landlord will look to recover costs across their portfolio. Meaning my rents and storage costs increase. Rubbish idea 

253 Cuts down my chance of private home. 

254 Already been told were looking at a eviction as landlord will sell 

255 I like being close to family. Typical white middle class outlook thinking community bonds are a bad thing. We dont tell you how to 
live. Stop doing the same to us. 

256 Another ethnophobic policy makes its way to hit us. 

257 I rented my room out a couple of years ago because i lost my job. This makes it impossible. 

258 Higher rent. Looks like a tax 

259 Not a single member of my family or extended family recognise this slum you paint their homes to be. 

260 I agree that the landlords need to bring properties up to an acceptable standard of living. If this means rents increase marginally 
then they obviously were not high enough anyway. This needs to include the gardens and they need to be responsible for any mess 
their tenants make. I think it needs to be an easy process though as Beeston needs affordable rented properties and too complex a 
process could make landlords sell and cause there to be way less homes available. 

261 Have not seen any provisions that actually improve anything. 

262 I cannot see detail of how this would work 

263 Only moved for larger garden. Its much a muchness 

264 Do not want ASBO type tenants moving into my part of Beeston 

265 Its a good place to lay some roots 

266 My neighbourhood is quiet. Why should I want that to change 

267 A drop in house value would have to be compensated 

268 Seems to cut down my options 

269 Will lose privacy 

270 Do not see benefit to anyone 

271 Too many cars. Houses are ok. Not best but ok 

272 Owner and occupier have shared responsibility for place they live/rent out. Dumping everything on owner will only allow rogue 
tenants to flourish. 

273 Looks like a levy 

274 Looks like it'll cause chaos. Bad idea. 

275 they are too many houses given to people who deal in drugs or crime , drinking and asb 

276 Why trial something that risks putting up rent in the poorest areas of Leeds. I live in Alwoodley and rent. It’s completely 
unacceptable to trial things with the most vulnerable residents in our society. They are less likely to vote and so elected officials 
aren’t likely to loose if there negative consequences as a result. I’m so saddened, I’d rather my area take the trial as I have more of 
an ability to take an increase in rent. What kind of a society trials potential cost increases on some of our most marginalised 
residents?! We’re all human beings. 

277 Cannot work for anyone. Values and dislocation maybe profound. 

278 Too many responsibilities for tenants. Making landlords into Hitler's 

279 Very intrusive 

280 Who will pay for depreciation in my house value? No one wants to live in a slum 
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281 Makes problem for me 

282 Higher Rent, are you kidding?! 

283 Council hitting tenats with more cost 

284 What about value of my house? Who pays for that whilst you get your 5,000,000 

285 Seem not fair 

286 Bad 

287 We just about pay the rent as it is and if I can't pay anymore for that mean that I'll become homeless or are the council gonna sort 
me out 

288 Slum label sticks. Hurts my business value. Less trade. No thanks. 

289 I dont live directly within boundary. Slum label applies to the whole of Beeston, hurting my house value and reputation. Not a great 
idea. 

290 Gut says its bad for locals. 

291 Yes if housing benefit increased to cover where tenant on benefits + cannot afford extra 

292 I strongly disagree as in my experience my landlord is absolutley amazing and always maintains this property in which I am if there 
is ever any problems I give him a call and he's straight out to deal with it I've lived in this house for 2 years and plan to stay for a 
good few more years yet if this selective licensing is to go forward my landlord would be looking at selling this property which 
would mean we have to find somewhere else and I've not long since had a baby and we are happy and settled in this house the 
area is perfect for family and work and other importances if we were to have to move it would really put us out as said previously I 
have no issues at all with my landlord or the house or the area I'm in and I don't think it should go ahead ! 

293 Just a scam at everyone elses expence 

294 Tax 

295 10 a week is alot of money. Cannot justify this as cannot see any benefits. 

296 more information/knowledge needed. 

297 I do not see what is going to improve with the lacklustre measures you have provided. Looks more and more to be a revenue maker 

298 Unneeded. This is not even Beeston. 

299 Money maker for Council 

300 This area does not need it. 

301 Not for this area thanks 

302 Busy roads more of an issue 

303 1. do not want AS tenants relocating to Holbeck.  2. do not agree that the propsals shall have any effect on the small pockets of 
problems. 3. Seems to unfairly label entire area a slum. including many new builds, luxury apartments and areas with a number of 
outstanding primary schools. 

304 Maintaining is partnership with landlord. Not policing thank you 

305 Limits choice 

306 Not enough detail 

307 No improvements. No deal. 

308 Do not see point 

309 Poor 

310 Tax 

311 Council housing and tenants have big issues. 

312 This is not even Beeston. So how does this apply? 

313 This will make my property harder to sell. Really not good. 

314 Not a nanny state 

315 Do not agree with this as Beeston 

316 Depreciating house value too risky. 
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317 Rent increase in Beeston shall have knock on effect around surrounding areas. Displacement is a huge worry. 

318 I do not recognise bad image of Beeston. We are bound in by 2 outstanding schools, luxury eco homes and new builts down the 
road. Totally wrong proposal for this area. 

319 Bad. 

320 Unneeded 

321 Not wanted in area 

322 Choice? 

323 Looks like a trainwreck 

324 Restricts options 

325 Cant seem to join the dots. Makes no sense 

326 Negative Impact on house value. 

327 Increase in rent leads to increase in rent 

328 I’ve long thought that private landlords are getting away with daylight robbery & need to be properly regulated. 

329 Will penalise local staff 

330 Affordable housing gives affordable rents to business also. This undermines employees and small businesses 

331 I think tighter control is needed of what currently seems to be a largely unregluated area. One major benefit is that it would make it 
easier to identify problem landlords who are often absent or hide behind lettings agencies and companies. My only concern would 
be whether the standards could be properly enforced given the same budgetary pressures that have resulted in environmental 
health, ASB teams and neighbourhood policing being dramatically scaled back. I think a lot of enformcement would have to depend 
on owner-occupiers like myself and others who have a long-term stake in the community reporting issues but people would need 
to be confident that these concerns are likely to be followed up, as certain problems in the area (such as nuisance motobikes) seem 
intractable despite widespread concern and reporting by residents. 

332 Affordable right now 

333 Tax 

334 Lies from council 

335 What about bad reputation for area 

336 Tennent tax 

337 Rents too high 

338 Dont want to be needlessly evicted 

339 Higher premiums no thanks 

340 No hikes please 

341 Many properties are in great need of improvement. If properties were better maintained perhaps tenants would look after them 
better. 

342 Bigger issue is congestion and football traffic 

343 For the safety of tenants & support to landlords 

344 Good idea - houses should be safe for people 

345 If licencing should take place it should be for the whole of Leeds and not just Beeston or Harehills where there are a lot of ethnic 
minority people. Tenants may already be finding it difficult paying the rent/bill. Licensing would probably mean their rent going up. 

346 Not enough detail to approve such a big change 

347 Impact on value and reputation must be analysed 

348 Forcing landlords to pay for a service that you already provide is ridiculous, and will drive the rent up. The poor will feel this. 
Homelessness will rise if this goes ahead. If you want to rejuvenate an area, begin at street level. Help the people rather than 
punishing them with bigger bills. 

349 Tenants can be afraid to complain about poor service and conditions when they have little security of tenure - they fear revenge 
evictions or rent hikes to unaffordable levels, forcing them out. Therefore if the Local Authority vets the standard of properties as a 
matter of routine then tenants can have a better chance of improved conditions and service without having to confront their 
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landlord. The Landlord will have to maintain and manage the property to a good standard anyway so will have no hard feelings 
towards the sitting tenant. 

350 Both areas need a good overhall and reduction in rent, moving in costs 

351 In theory its a good idea, landlords will surely take advantage though and raise rent 

352 The appearance of Beeston could be improved 

353 I am stay in a private let where I do not feel safe the flat is damp walls too thin so everyone can hear everyone else which on it's 
own cause's issues 

354 Because am not ready to foot the bill. 

355 What about privacy? 

356 More rent? Why 

357 Not interested in paying more rent. 

358 Dont see issues raised have much to do with if you are private/dss tenants. Not clear as to what aim is. 

359 Tenant Tax 

360 Takes money out of the area 

361 Poor 

362 Problem of a few doesn't mean problems for everybody, if a landlord is not taking care of a house you rent from him - MOVE 
somewhere else. That will push the landlords to act as they should be. Don't punish the rest 99%. 

363 Bad idea 

364 Poor 

365 Good idea 

366 Live in a HMO which is licensed & think this is a good thing but moving to non HMO. 

367 Costs too high 

368 Creating a slum without measures to help. 

369 Ridiculous 

370 Good Idea 

371 I don't agree with tenants possibly paying an increase in rent due to selective licensing. 

372 Property in the area is of a poor standard. 

373 Can't afford more rent 

374 Landlords need to maintain properties when they're getting rent 

375 Everyone should have the same standards of housing 

376 Will improve area, decrease poverty 

377 Strongly agree because there are people out there letting people rent their private property when it is in a horrible condition. 

378 There has to be another way to enforce landlords to be more responsible. Make them sign contracts to outline their responsibilities 
but don't charge as this will just increase rent. If rent is increases then living standards can drop significantly as there is less free 
money in the house. Contract and effective monitoring systems would be more effective. A lot of the graffiti in Beeston is not on 
the houses it's on public spaces. This is the responsibility of the authority to clean up. This has nothing to do with landlords. 

379 Not required 

380 I work full time and earn just enough money to pay my rent, council tax and water rates each month. Some months I cant even do a 
full shop and EVERY month I have borrowed money to make ends meet which I then have to pay back. I havent been out or had 
new clothes in at least 2 years. The council wont rehouse me as Im a single person living alone, if my rent was increased I just 
wouldn't be able to pay it. 

381 Increase rent prices making it unaffordable to this area which is being run down already by the red light zone and drug dealers. 
Why would you want to pay more to live in sure an area! 

382 They are horrible areas that needs sorting! 

383 I feel it will improve the area the lives of the people who lives there....and should after a while increase property value. 
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384 Talking to local people & local landlord friends it's clear the cost will just be passed on. Some of the people I know, don't have any 
spare cash & will eventually have to leave.  Very little in the information provided on your site shows how you or anyone else 
intend to solve any of the issues you highlight.  Improvements to properties have been done in areas before but unless the 
behaviour of the people living there improves then nothing improves. Try running educational programs, increasing the police 
presence or collecting big items for free as you used to do. 

385 This licensing scheme rather aims to disenfranchise new landlords who should rather be supported from unscrupulous tenants. The 
perception which has been created based on a TV series is that these landlords are somehow doing something illegal, however, the 
reality is far from this truth. These landlords have just identified a gap in the market, and, rather invested their savings into 
investment projects with the hope of reaping some reward and what they have sowed. In fact, this should be encouraged as both 
areas been considered for selective licensing a few year back were both run down areas. 

386 Seems like a lot of rubbish 

387 Make life harder for us 

388 Loss of house value 

389 No detail no thank you 

390 Coucil are terrible landlord 

391 Council is responsible for managing social issues. Landlords and residents and tenants are just that. They have an equal footing in 
the eyes of the law. 

392 Too light on detail 

393 Leeds city council should focus on roads which are really poor condition beeston and harehills have traffic problem since long time 

394 Good for safety standards 

395 Landlords need to keep properties safe and in good repair as they receive rent. 

396 Poor state of housing 

397 Extra policing, street cleaning, kids play areas, dog control, driving speed limited in populated areas. 

398 Landlords get rent and should look after their properties. 

399 Landlords get rent and should look after their properties. 

400 Too much crime, ASB in the area 

401 Landlords should be licensed. 

402 good idea 

403 In my personal circumstances, good landlord / decent house, it will not help but I am aware there are some poorly maintained / 
bad condition houses that this scheme will help. 

404 It would clean up the area and create more housing and job opportunities in those areas 

405 Would not be happy for rent increase as rent is already high an property is poor standard. 

406 It will regulate landlords and make sure they do the right thing. 

407 Paying rent so want property maintained well. 

408 Not affordable 

409 Small bit near park has improved dramatically over the last couple of years. 

410 Devalues the locality 

411 Not clear 

412 Increase of rent no good 

413 No lending = House price go down 

414 Increase in insurance premiums = higher costs 

415 Make getting house harder. Mean bad for me and family 

416 I maintain my house. Any repairs are done in timely manner. 

417 Landlord already said he will sell if this happens. Meaning i am homeless 

418 Even small more rent bad 
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419 Less choice more bad 

420 No cash for area = bad deal 

421 Increase costs for ordinary people 

422 Area has become better since new mosk was made. Brighter and more lively. 

423 Valuation reduced 

424 No details given 

425 Looks pretty suicidal for tenants in the area 

426 Will concil control rent rise? 

427 Problem for remortgage if this comes in. Not good 

428 Not clear 

429 This IS a tenant tax 

430 Will affect us more making things more expensive 

431 Issues around parking are more problematic these days 

432 If this inflates living costs then this is a very bad idea 

433 Will give area bad reputation 

434 Good idea - lot of bad landlords that don't go by regulations + they need to be checked. 

435 Could cause more problems - tenants will not be happy. Landlords should be keeping up to date with h&s 

436 Bad idea 

437 As yet I am unsure of the reasons for these measures as many are already part of the leasing statements of The Council house 
letting rules. Much of the problems in the area is that there are Landlords who will do the bare minimum to keep obtaining rents. If 
some of these were chased up within rules that exist the place would be better especially where letting agents are concerned. 

438 landlord don't deal with issue 

439 Because of poor housing conditions experienced 

440 Wanted to rent but conditions of properties was poor 

441 But concerned about rents increasing as tough anyway 

442 rent has just increased £50p/m to £500.00p/m. 

443 Better to live in a better house, landlords should look after property. 

444 This process has totally overlooked vulnerable people and those with learning difficulties.  

445 Promoted as a magic bullet, but more like a slash to my house value. 

446 My landlord is amazing. Not just good. This is not represented in this survey 

447 Cant afford rent hikes 

448 People pay enough taxes. The fact they dont live in their own homes and have to rent says it all. Affordability of house ownership 
dropped drastically within last one/two decades and people can not even afford to save up for deposits. This again, like any other 
'genius' idea, will hit in the poorest. Put a tax on people's earning mire than 40k a year, whose houses are worth more than 150k 
for 2bed house. They can afford paying extra 2 quid a week. If you find that it does not bring enough money, then the gap is 
showed very clearly. Stop hitting into poorest or with bad luck. 

449 undermining area. just like managed approach in Holbeck. 

450 Do not see the link between issues and tenants to be honest. 

451 council houses and tenants are the worst of the lot. how does this relate to them. 

452 Survey so biased against private tenants it is unbelievable 

453 This will push to many tenents under 

454 Unfairly blames non council tenants for issues when these are council tenant problems 

455 plenty of problems from federation and council tenants 
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456 Cant afford higher rent 

457 Landlord already said he will evict and sell 

458 Impact on premiums and house price is unpredictable 

459 Taking money out of local community will take away from local businesses in lost trade. 

460 No increases for rental 

461 Moving to college in next year. Beeston gave me chance to improve my future. This dont help no one 

462 Just bought house and spent alot on renovation. If there's a chance that this shall affect values, then this should be a big no no. 

463 Higher premiums and interest rates should be avoided. 

464 Nobody can afford more rent 

465 Council tenants are more problematic than private tenants 

466 Proposal seems to take money away from tenants. Making the poor poorer. 

467 As the poster says: No Tenant Tax 

468 If premiums and rates increase this will make it unaffordable to live in this area. 

469 Especially in Harehills 

470 Good idea. Council will get an idea of condition of property 

471 Impact on living costs and lending to high 

472 Will give Beeston worse name 

473 Selective licensing is a good start to improving this area. I expect there will be a strong resistance from the landlords but that is to 
be expected as they won't want to lose any of their 'hard earned' income' plus many don't and won't want to make an effort but 
are happy collecting rent for these poorly maintained properties and are also happy to let any characters live in the properties. This 
whole situation really could be addressed quite simply but it goes on and on - to avoid it becoming a complete slum this would be a 
very welcome start to improving the neighbourhood. 

474 I think LCC need to be very careful about introducing this kind of scheme in areas of such deprivation. Beeston and Harehills 
provide housing for many who are vulnerable, have multiple needs and have experienced homelessness. This scheme could upset 
the fine balance in the local housing economies that results in large numbers of these individuals losing their housing - either 
because of rent increases, or because reduced margins for landlords makes them less likely to offer housing to people with needs. 

475 Get rent in so should look after their properties 

476 Better houses needed 

477 Higher Rent is a tenant tax regardless of your garbage flyers 

478 Area does not warrant special measures 

479 Lower choice of lenders will mean a dip in property value. Something I cannot afford. 

480 A better standard of tenants in rented properties! 

481 Would improve the area which I have lived in all my life by improving the look of the area and the social welfare of the people who 
live there andon't have purchased their homes 

482 I think it is unfortunate that government policy dictates that the scheme must be self-funded as there will undoubtedly be some 
upward pressure on rent levels. It seems we are again making poorer people take the hit for the poor performance of those with 
more resources. However, if the money raised is used wisely to drive out rogue landlords, the scheme has our support. 
Landlords *should* benefit from an increase in property values as the area improves. However, if rogue landlords chose to buy 
elsewhere, eschewing the areas where selective licensing is in place, it might have the opposite effect, since demand in Beeston 
and Harehills would reduce. 

483 They should look after properties or shouldn't be landlords. 

484 Rent's already high, need quality housing at affordable rents. 

485 Over regulation leads to poor houses 

486 Area is very good. Do not see why licensing would help 

487 affect on house and insurance too high 

488 Do not envisage this will resolve issues in the local area 
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489 High rent makes it unaffordable 

490 My area Beeston would no doubt benefit from a more controlled approach to managing housing stock in the private landlord 
sector. Improving the quality and safety of housing would discourage antisocial behaviour and help develop a more stable 
community of residents who have chosen the area to be their home. 

491 Firstly I disagree as this should be made city wide, selecting two areas if the city which already have a bad reputation would only 
bring the reputation further down. I believe a lot of the recent increased environment statistics are more related to the holbeck 
legalised prostitute zone in holbeck, LCC are having to clean the area every day. Also resulting from the zone in Holbeck there is 
increased drug related crime. These issues are a priority in Beeston in my opinion. 

492 Too many absent landlords that allow their property to deteriorate, don't take care of their gardens etc, allow overcrowding. Take 
no responsibility for their tenants. 

493 My rental house is in good condition and I feel I can contact the landlord to fix issues if they arrive. If the rent were to increase 
because of selection licensing, I would not be happy. 

494 Leeds Council should take responsibility for Anti social residents. Tenants, residents and passers by all cantribute to asb 

495 Case for seems irrelevant and weak 

496 Hiked rent is brutal 

497 How about you invest the money in cleaning up the council owned areas? How about you dont tax private landlords who are good 
at what they do because some dont see a point in investing in accommodation for their tenants who are dirty/druggies/unsociable. 
The areas you are focussing on are no doubt areas of high unemployment and no doubt a lot are on housing benefits. The private 
landlords renting to these people obviously dont want to spend their money on something which will be trashed again in weeks 
/months. How about you get a license when on housing benefit? if you are approved a private landlord can accept you, if you are 
not on the approved list you have to make do with council housing. I work in a full time job, pay my taxes and support the 
economy. My landlord is great and looks after what they are expected to (and more) . why should we be included in this get rich 
quick scheme by the council!! You will charge the landlord and already suggest putting rent up! The money for this 'license' will go 
to the council just to pay back into benefits. And by the way, if you send anyone round to my privately rented accommodation 
wanting to inspect then you will not be let in. 

498 I do not agree whatsoever, just more money in the governments pockets, nothing to do with it being for the better of tenants just 
another money making scheme. Nothing will change even with the scheme and it isnt going to benefit us in any way. We pay taxes 
on everything and as a working family get very little help with our income. So the last thing we need is an increase in rent. 

499 Looks like another obstacle to getting a home 

500 Beeston at the moment is a real mess. Landlords are just putting anyone into properties. Those people who have bought their own 
home should not have to put up with the mess and squalor that these people live in. 

501 I very much agree with the principle of Selective Licensing, but am not convinced by the details of this scheme. See below. 

502 A large number of private rented houses are tenanted by people who pay their rent using housing benefit. This is paid by the 
council. If rent goes up, so must the housing benefit. I don’t wish to support people on housing benefit as in my opinion, these are 
the most problematic tenants in terms of anti-social behaviour. The council doesn’t own enough properties to re-house these 
people if housing benefit does not increase to cover the price hike. Also, the council doesn’t manage its properties well enough to 
be dictating to private landlords how to run their homes. Yes, private landlords should be licensed, but not at such a high fee. I also 
worry about who is going to enforce these rules. Does the council have enough money to actually hire a whole new team of people, 
or is some poor sod in housing just going to end up with ten times as much work? And when it comes to prosecution? Our police 
force are already stretched to breaking point, I can’t see this being top priority. 

503 This will make it harder for me to get a private let 

504 landlords should be properly regulated and provide safe & decent living spaces. Too many homes have been taken out of the local 
authority stocks and are now privately rented at over inflated prices. More social housing is needed, not nest eggs for people who 
just see pound signs and not peoples lives. 

505 May hurt my value 

506 Standard of property is fine by me. Not amazing not terrible. We make the best of it. 

507 Worse for renters 

508 Too often the look of the property looks as though the person who owns the house is only interested in obtaining the rent not 
bothered taking care of the property. 

509 insurance already expensive 

510 My home is good as is my landlord. 

511 Rent too much price 

512 does not add up 
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513 Risk high rent not afford 

514 Rent. Is an issue 

515 LANDLORD ALREADY WANTING TO INCREASE RENT FROM £450 TO £500. CANT AFFORD MORE. KEEPS PROPERTY IN GOOD 
CONDITION AS A TENANT. LANDLORDS NEED TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY 

516 Infringes on peoples landlords privacy. If people want to rent they should be able to. 

517 good idea 

518 I agree because Beeston is a mess 

519 Some people I know live in terrible rented accomodation 

520 good idea 

521 GOOD IDEA 

522 Areas with high levels of private rented homes need closer monitoring similar to 'good neighbourhood' schemes. 

523 We cant ? with houses with outside areas not maintained and with the level of anti social behaviour from private tenants. 

524 landlords only interested in money not standards in property 

525 GOOD IDEA 

526 Good Idea 

527 Take cowboys out of the game. Those that are only in it for money. 

528 Good system - LC shows for house 

529 GOOD AREA 

530 No bedroom doors, draughty, windows don't open. 

531 Good Idea 

532 GOOD IDEA - WILL HELP TO PREVENT BAD BEHAVIOUR BY TENANTS 

533 MAKE STANDARDS BETTER 

534 poor conditions 

535 landlords receive rent and should maintain properties as a good landlord 

536 Poor properties to rent & poor conditions 

537 I think theyire should be more options about the areas 

538 definitely good idea 

539 very good idea not all landlords rent well 

540 Lots of v. small bedsits - too small. Landlords are too greedy. 

541 Can only afford £500. Landlords only interested in profit. Doesn't have much choice for housing without paying a lot more. 

542 good idea 

543 Good idea - problems with private landlords. 

544 Damaged houses, landlords not good. Doctors not helpful. 

545 Rent already increased by £25p/m to £550 for small 3 bed home with 2 very small singles. 

546 GOOD IDEA - LL'S RENTNG OUT PROPERTIES FOR GOOD MONEY THAT (???) (???) - two words I can't decipher  

547 It might bring a bit more organisation to the area. 

548 Yes but not if cost passed to tenants. 

549 About Time 

550 Good ???- H&S should be???? ?? ??? glad to get into a house & ??? to put up with poor housing conditions. 

551 Windows don't open. No bedroom door. Didn't have smoke alarms or carbon monoxide. No proper lock on back door. House is 
draughty. Rent is £650 for 3 bed semi. 
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552 Not happy with cost to landlord 

553 Did not understand the question but I strongly agree 

554 For safety of tenants 

555 Good idea 

556 Take rent and don't look after properties 

557 Good idea 

558 Excellent ideas 

559 Good for tenants 

560 Landlords should look after their properties 

561 Getting rent and they should look after properties. Too many people say their landlord don't care about the condition of their 
properties, 

562 Landlords don't care and take rent without improving standards. 

563 Improve properties 

564 Big problem in my area - A lot of houses in disrepair. 

565 Landlord should be more responsible all round 

566 To address problematic areas 

567 This a poor method of increasing housing quality.  Rent controls and council inspection need NOW 

568 Harehills especially ALWAYS looks disgusting. It's dirty, full or rubbish/graffiti and anti-social behaviour. The houses all look dirty 
from inside and out. It is NOT an appealing area to live in. Landlords think they can get away with it and this shouldn't be the case. 

569 Some of them don't have a clue what they are doing. 

570 LL should check tenants before letting them.  LL not checking tenants.  LL should be checked to make sure they are doing it right 

571 I feel some landlords take advantage of tenants and for health and safety reasons its important 

572 100%! Agree! 

573 Rent is already high 

574 Concern about increase in rent but believe it may be a necessary trade off to crack down on unscrupulous landlords and letting 
agents 

575 I believe the private sector needs to be more regulated. Too many issues go under the radar 

576 Tenants need this scheme 

577 There should be regulation of the private sector 

578 House should be lettable condition 

579 Brilliant idea 

580 good idea 

581 Good idea - thought you were already doing this 

582 Discriminitive - should be city wide 

583 Believe Council has same responsibility and doesn't maintain their properties well. 

584 Agree it's a good idea 

585 Depends on cost to landlord and benefit to tenants. Although rental properties should have fire doors etc, many don't and 
therefore it could be expensive for landlords. 

586 For some it is a good idea for some they are ok 

587 Rent hike - will struggle to pay extra 

588 HAPPY WITH MY PROPERTY BUT APPRECIATE THAT SOME MAY NEED ACTION 

589 GOOD IDEA TO TACKLE THOSE THAT ARE RENTING OUT POOR PROPERTY 
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590 Landlords should take care of the properties that they own ??? to check potholes and make ?? if unsafe 

591 Good idea. 

592 Landlord don't care , should look after properties 

593 Good idea to make areas safe. 

594 Poor conditions 

595 Name and shame the local landlord -had a bad experience already. Feels local landlords are charging a lot more than the property 
is worth. 

596 good idea 

597 good idea 

598 It will make property safer. 

599 Better if whole scheme comes in. 

600 Good for the neighbourhood 

601 Perhaps it will enforce regulations for landlords to abide by. 

602 It depends upon how much rent will increase, also on what criteria it comes under 

603 It will increase the safety of the property 

604 Properties should be inspected 

605 Good Idea 
 

 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

Comments: (179) 

1 I think this will improve appearance and upkeep of property and provide better places for people to live. I hope it will slow down 
the transuant community 

2 What would a landlord buy to rent within the boundary if he/she just chooses a house 300 yds away and doesn't have to sign up to 
this scheme. 

3 They should be responsible for keeping the property to a good standard. As should local take always. Too much litter and fly tipping 
in the area 

4 just get on with it and don't pussy foot about with these landlords whether they are Asians or what ever like the council usually 
does ..thanks 

5 Every measure possible needs to be taken to improve the quality of housing stock in Beestom 

6 Concentrate on schooling 

7 Would also like to see Headingley and Burley covered by this.  In fact why not do it city wide. 

8 I belive you should also enforce that a CCTV camera is installed on rented properities, to reduce the anto socail behavouir in the 
area, due to the increase in break ins, it will also save west yorkshire police money as there will be less call outs 

9 Landlords should be forced to ensure that the external condition and apperance is maintained, Leeds city council should create a 
document with good examples and bad examples, leeds city council should also make it easier for people to report when the 
condition of a property falls short of standards so that the council can force the clean up and tidy up of the property. 

10 I think the better the housing in the area the more a landlord can charge so most people would be happy. despite the area having 
some problems there is a decent community in Beeston and better housing can only improve the area. 

11 I think the Beeston scheme should be extended to include Cross Flatts, as there are plenty of houses with unsuitable landlords and 
tenants in the area, plus large houses with many rooms which are over-inhabited and need clamping down on. 

12 I feel that the housing situation in the two areas outlined, as well as surrounding areas such as Hunslet is becoming worse largely 
because of private landlords who fail to maintain their properties, this has led to some areas almost becoming ‘ghettos’. 
A license, providing it is enforced, which has a strong emphasis on landlords maintaining their properties and effectively managing 
their tenants can only be a good thing. Indeed, the notion of landlords sitting back and receiving rental income without feeling 
obligation or responsibility is what has led to the ruin of some areas in South Leeds. 

13 The council should stop allowing brothels, red light districts and off licences in beeston/harehills, to curb issues. 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

14 I think this is a great idea, I hope it addresses local residents concerns, and landlords begin to provide good quality homes where 
people can feel safe and comfortable, wherever they come from. Generally this is a great place to live with good community spirit, 
but sometimes we feel let down by council processes for dealing with issues resulting from neglectful management of rental 
properties in the area. 

15 Whenever these schemes are rolled out; we get canvassing, door knocking but bins never collected on time. Sort yourselves out 

16 Council could provide more housing via building or long-term leasing. 

17 Happy to be contacted further for more information.  

18 I'm very relieved that my street is in the licensing area, as I can see it starting to decline in quality, as private landlords buy up all 
the once privately owned homes. Also - your Beeston licensing area map has a southern border which cuts across vacant industrial 
land on from Garnet Road / Parkside Lane/ Dewsbury Road junction... on towards the motorway. I live near the now vacant plot of 
land which used to be XXX works. I don't know what this empty land will be turned into eventually, but if it's possible that houses 
/flats are built on it in the future then you should make sure that the boundary of the licensing area includes this large vacant plot, 
to cover any future housing issues which may arise. 

19 The areas need some money putting in them. But I'm against a scheme that will hike my rent & hit avaiability. which this would do 

20 It is time both landlords and council allowed tenants free enjoyment of our homes without constant external interference. 

21 This is a council money grab. Not in the sense of it making a profit but in empire building by Leeds council. It creates council non-
jobs and builds council careers. It drives out good landlords and encourages rogue landlords. It does not benefit tenants or the area 

22 Obtaining further social housing, under council control would be a better way to improve areas in question. 

23 More social housing not a private tenant tax would improve our lot. 

24 Seems a little lopsided to ignore public sector housing whilst driving up rent in private sector, leading to greater desireability of 
public sector property. 

25 Private tenants get help finding properties, with cookers, carpets and fridges included within rent.  Social housing has lower rent, 
but the house is not good. I do not want to pay even higher rent to move because of extra cost in licenses 

26 Longer tenacys and availabiliyy of social housing could tackle issue effevtively 

27 STRONGLY DISAGREE WITH SELECTIVE LICENCING. DO IT IN PUDSEY OR MOORTOWN WHERE PEOPLE CAN AFFORD IT 

28 I am ok with my home. I may move in the future, depending on work and family. But Beeston has a lot of good shops, transport 
links and is a step up from little London, parts of bramley and East End park. 

29 How much will rents be hiked by in real terms. We can't afford a penny more in rent. Wake up to yourselves 

30 Beeston is becoming a very unsafe and unsightly place to live, is the council do not act now then there will become a point where 
beeston is beyond saving 

31 Impact on "undesireable" tenants, like ourselves, goes beyond rent. We are people not just stats, our needs should be considered 
too. 

32 Councils policy seems to be making a hostile enviroment for foreign nationals who dominate Beeston and Harehills.  Its like going 
back to 70's with no blacks, no irish, no dogs. Except this time its the local authority promoting hostility. 

33 Will council pay increase in my rents. Will they be able to house me. If the answer is NO, then its a no to your proposal from me 

34 This is just not right 

35 I like the area. Affordable when nowhere else is. 10/20 pound adds up 

36 More stress from landlord is not what I need. 

37 Introducing special measures in these areas effectively labels these areas as slums. Really undermining trade. Small businesses 
already struggling with no help from local authority. 

38 I want my privacy. You are not police. Landlord not police. 

39 I’m living in council property and the outside eg hedges /large waste disposal is not being adhered to very un kept hedging in 
summertime 

40 I realise I maybe perceived as the problem. But I'm in a council house. It has no fire doors or hardwired alarms. But my issues stem 
from bipolar disease, condition of my home actually did not matter. In fact I was the one who damaged it. This seems like a bad 
idea for me. 

41 Can council not acquire some of these houses via ling term leasing and assimilate these into it's stock. 

42 Clients struggle with bills more cost is just not needed 

43 English not my first language. Only found out about this from a friend. Trying to be sneaky, not good 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

44 LLC should not pick on landlords already poor areas 

45 Not just about rent, but tenants rights 

46 Social Housing conditiins are more concerning to be fair. When is council going to tackle them 

47 Youre painting an unrealistic rosy picture. Be honest instead of all your guff 

48 I do not wantto be labelled as loving in a problem area. Holbeck is now an infamous brothel regardless of investment. I dont want 
where I live to be labelled a slum. Same goes for house owners in Harehills. 

49 If this is passed gabriel and her cohorts in for a surprise. 

50 Bad idea 

51 Concil must provide more houses for all tenants made homeless by this. 

52 Owner says may sell house which mean i have to find a new house. Not good deal 

53 Looks like a tax on tenants 

54 Licensing did not work in east end park. Wont work anywhere else. Its just a money making scam. 

55 Tenants also responsible for their homes too. Not just council or owner. 

56 Scheme seems to only look at revenue, ignores heavy potential for destabilization and homelessness 

57 Cant see how proposal would neccesarily have positive impact for tenants and residents in either area. Sounds like a lot of rhetoric. 

58 Both areas have interconnected communities that will be badly effected by conditions. More should be understood about familial 
and cultural links 

59 Survey not honest. Measures of proposal do not seem related to aims of proposal 

60 Where LCC are paying housing benefit to private landlords then they should also be responsible and ensure that the tax Payers 
money is spent wisely and not given to money grabbing landlords who do not care. 

61 I can't decide whether this would be helpful or not without more information on the details 

62 This survey is extremely bias and loaded with leading questions so that you can administer false and corrupted data to justify the 
agenda of selective licensing. Yet the worst part is that YOU KNOW THIS. Shameful behaviour. 

63 Landlord has let out 2 adjoining properties to same ‘families’. It can be quite intimidating, lots of male adults hanging around. I feel 
the landlord should be more responsible 

64 No more rent. No more eviction 

65 Too many loaded questions. Poor survey 

66 Council should compensate those who cant refinance their property due to this scheme. 

67 Please install cctv in the area 

68 Fill your pockets 

69 No High rent 

70 Will cause high tensions and unrest 

71 Stop using these areas as a dumping ground for bail hostels and drug users and the problems may just fix themselves! 

72 You should be ashamed 

73 Most vulnerable tenants in the designated areas shall have shadow of eviction over them 

74 Everyone needs a roof over there head 

75 Terrible 

76 You look like youre just shirking your duties. 

77 Council wishes to profit for needless interference into private life. 

78 More EU citizens going to work in Europe 

79 £825 freeby to the council does not help us 

80 who do you think will have to pay the council wont increase dhss rents and the tenant cannot pay were are the tenants going to go 
while the property's are upgrade this seem to be a bad idea in a time of no help from the government for landlords or tenants . 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

81 Uncertainty not good 

82 We cannot decide on if rent goes up. This does not help 

83 This whole process is a waste of tax payers money. 

84 No more rent 

85 Council should take responsibility for letting them take away out churches. 

86 I think the area should be extended to include Holbeck. I have visited a single parent living with their child in unspeakably cramped 
conditions in 1 room of a privately rented back-to-back terraced house in Holbeck which had been turned into 3 separate "flats"-
how are private landlords allowed to get away with this? If we treat people like animals, or turn a blind eye while others treat 
people like animals is it any wonder that ASB is a problem? If I was unlucky enough to have to live like that I would feel anti-social 
too. 

87 Wrong to be proposed especially when council properties are in disrepair. 

88 Please do not give in to the propaganda of the greedy landlords 

89 Does not feel luke it will work 

90 Cousin has already been told rent will go up. 

91 Is there compensation available on house price falls 

92 the area in Beeston is a disgrace flying tipping, drugs and the asb . the ginnel are used for drugs and toilets(human). The dogs messs 
is a joke. The rubbish left by tenant in the street because the landlord leave it out. 

93 My concern is that people with complex social and health (physical and mental) are going to suffer. People that can’t look after a 
home often aren’t looking after themselves. There needs to be a coordinated joint effort of different agencies to support these 
people. Private landlords aren’t qualified and often aren’t able to make referrals to enable their tenants to receive the right 
support. It’s too simplistic to put a selective licence on something that will put costs up for tenants. Look at the impact of supposed 
scrapping of excessive administrative fees, they’ve just been rebranded and the costs of getting a rental are still expensive and 
excessive (great intentions but the reality is different). I don’t envy you in your task, but have a heart and trial it in a more affluent 
area, we can take the hit. I lived in Leeds city centre on the edge and saw the red light district boundaries consistently breached, 
very low police presence. We left because it started to feel increasingly unsafe. 

94 No to selective license no to tenant tax. 5.35 million the council is gonna make and none of that is gonna go back into the 
community. This is a tax you are putting on the poor and you've done 2 areas where's there's more immigrants. Why didn't you do 
areas that are well off that can pat that money 

95 It is not just about the rent. Who wants to live in a slum? 

96 Proposal does not add up 

97 Misleading. 

98 This is not Beeston 

99 While you’re at it, please lobby the government for a réintroduction of fair rents & rent controls! 

100 in the 15 years Ihave lived in Beeston Hill it is clear that it has been targeted by unscrupulous landlords looking to maximise profits 
due to its stock of large, cheap houses and diverse community. This has brought with it numerous social problems. I don't think 
that licensing would solve all the problems caused by 'slum' landlords (such as the 'concreting over' of gardens and resultant loss of 
softening vegetation in the streetscene) but it might discourage some of those looking to pick up a cheap house and make a quick 
profit if they think they are going to be subject to additional scrutiny. 

101 I think increasing rent to support this initiative is a difficult cause as we know many people are living in poverty already and this 
may add to the issue 

102 The slum lords of Leeds desperately need to up their game. Selective Licensing will help, I hope 

103 Slum lords won't even apply for the license. This project will punish the reputable landlords. May even cause many to sell up. The 
project will make it harder for DSS tenants, as landlords will think twice about renting to them.  Many bedsits are classed as self 
contained. This license is not property based, but flat based. £800 per license, five bedsits per house equals £4000. Now times that 
by the seven properties my landlord owns. £28000. And for what? HMO covers this.  And making the private landlords accountable 
for anti social behaviour is repugnant. Tax is paid for the council and police to do this.  Who is more likely to sort your problems? A 
landlord that loses rent money if eviction is in place, or an independent party like the council? This is not only a bad idea, but will 
actually do so much damage if implemented.  Help the poor, don't tax them more. 

104 Poorly managed private lets impact on wider community and incur costs to the public purse in dealing with issues such as crime 
and anti-social behaviour when there is unchecked drug dealing from a property for example. The often transient nature of 
residence in areas with high levels of private lets encourages burglaries, fly-tipping, graffiti and vandalism. Regulations that enable 
tenants to make a home and put down roots strengthen community cohesion helping to reduce such problems. 

105 needs more police walking about day/night as too much crime about and I don't feel safe 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

106 My landlord always goes above and beyond to make the house as comfortable as possible. Never had any issue at all. 

107 Other areas may have the same problems do the whole city. 

108 What happens after 5 years? 

109 Beeston has changed dramatically over the years. LL's are increasing the cost of their rent to tenants who are claiming HB so they 
can claim the full LHA allowance even though the property was originally advertised for less. 

110 Why not city wide? 

111 I have experience intimidation. 

112 Drugs everywhere in both areas, gangs and basic kn**bs! 

113 Why is the proposed cost of this so high compared to elsewhere? 

114 Put a better system in place, so landlords live up to their expectations and tenants pay their rent, rather make tenants feel entitled. 

115 This seems like it would mark the areas as slums. It does not help. 

116 Leeds city council should focus on building new roads 

117 Kids & gangs need to be monitored more. More policing. 

118 Landlords should be carrying out more checks on prospective tenants.  Landlord's & LCC should work together to share good 
practice and educate each other and tenants. 

119 Streets are dirty 

120 More needs to be done on housing to maintain good standards. More social housing needed. 

121 Need more policing in the area. 

122 Previously had to pay for repairs as LL refused) 

123 LCC/LL not taken action 

124 Rules need to be made so that letting agents Not Landlords are made responsible in total for any premises on their books so that 
responsibility for repairs fall on the agents shoulders rather than a distant landlord. All multiple occupation premises for rent must 
have a fire safety and electrical checks before licencing. Bad tenants should be easier to be rid of if rent isn't paid for more than 
2months or 4 weeks if paid weekly. If not court should be able to end tenancy after a further 2weeksif rent isn't paid.  All landlords 
should have rent books and receipts sent for all payments especially those made to agents or agencies. This would all help 
landlords and tenants because they should all know the rules with regard to rents without excuses. The courts should also be 
brought into line with regard to rents and Tennancy agreements. The council should have. The right to inspect any rental property 
and to order improvements within 20 days or charge the agency or landlords the improvements are not done. This should make 
properties healthier and landlords more inclined to go along with changes or licencing where needed.  And could mean the council 
gets less problems from bad landlords anmnd tenants 

125 Tackling crime is important 

126 Street corner drug selling, boys on bikes 12~15 years old. 

127 There is no easy read version of information or this survey for those with learning difficulties. Not really an inclusive consultation. 

128 Looks like an extra tax 

129 Friend lived in PRS in Beeston. Landlord wouldn't carry out repairs. Continued to take money but said things like "You're 
immigrants. What do you expect?" 

130 I just want the area I live in to be a safe space for everybody where people respect each other and the properties/streets. No more 
buy-to-let nightmares buying up all the properties for their 'portfolios'. It is the combination of these ignorant greedy landlords and 
the anti social tenants that get placed in the properties that is largely to blame for the problems the neighbourhood is 
experiencing.  This area really could be nice if it was made more attractive to first time buyers as there clearly is affordable housing 
available despite what we constantly hear on the news. This current approach of placing problem families in amongst people does 
not work. If the council could also stop the buy to let growth in the area this too would have a positive effect along with the 
introduction of this selective licensing which will hopefully improve the existing landlord/tenant situation. 

131 Your summary refers to 'social lets' being exempt from the scheme. I wonder what exactly you mean by 'social lets'. I know a 
private landlord who exclusively houses people in social need. Most of their referrals come through the Private Sector Lettings 
Scheme at Leeds City Council. As such, their properties are already inspected by LCC staff between tenants. Would their flats count 
as 'social lets'? Given that LCC Housing Options relies increasingly on the private sector in LS11 in particular to provide emergency 
accommodation, what measures will LCC put in place to ensure private landlords will continue to work with the PSLS and Housing 
Options? I would be grateful if someone would call me to discuss these concerns - A lot of the questions in this consultation seem 
to be designed in a way that seems to assume that participants will support the SL scheme. 

132 Don't feel safe in area 
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23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

133 More policing in area - too many drugs, too much petty crime 

134 Nice area - lived here all life 

135 We clearly need a larger police presence, more maintainance as the place is constantly a dump! Green cable boxes open wires 
hanging all over, rat infestations, weeds growing at a rapid rate and fly tipping at its highest! 

136 XXX are concerned that we *might* be classified as a private landlord despite the fact that our leases and nomination agreements 
mean our properties are let through Leeds's Housing Register. If we are, it would not seem fair that we are penalised whilst larger 
RPs with more resources are not asked to contribute at all. XXX can assist in a number of ways: - We think there is the possibility of 
leasing sub-standard properties from private landlords on a medium-term basis, paying for the necessary repairs through reduced 
lease costs. At the same time, we would encourage lenders to reduce the landlord's repayments allowing them to keep the 
property whilst improving standards. -offering volunteer-led, low-cost external repairs to private landlords 

137 Don't think the managed red light area is working, too many needles & condoms in the streets. Moving into Beeston car park that 
used to be Beeston Working Men's club. Lot of rubbish in the area, Cross Flats park problems with illegal dogs (pit bulls & crosses) 
Openly drug dealing in the street, lots of car break ins in the area. 

138 See above. I do not rent from the council because i dont want to be in your system. I rent from a private landlord who i trust and 
have done due diligence on. My living standards are none of your concern. How about you spend the money on cleaning up and 
getting the homeless scroungers away from intimidating shoppers 

139 Our community (Beeston Hill - I can't speak for Harehills) certainly faces a range of problems that are at least somewhat linked to a 
high level of private landlordism. (Some of whom are irresponsible.) However, I'm not convinced by the details and proposed 
implementation of this scheme, and would like to propose a rethink... 
- When I first heard about the scheme, I supported it by default. 
- However, having spoken to different Council officers about the proposals, they separately told me the administrative weight of 
the proposed scheme (as imposed by central government) is 'ridiculous' and 'ludicrous'. I'm surprised and disappointed that all of 
the money raised will go into admin, and nothing more. 
- I'm very worried that the £600-800 fees will be passed straight onto low-income tenants, which will be punishing for them; we 
have to assume this is what will happen. 
- At the same time though, I accept that any scheme worth its salt needs to raise cash in order to be robust/credible. 
- Could we not go back to central government, and argue for the right to develop and run a scheme along different lines (without 
the heavy and costly administration)? And hold off implementing anything until we do so. 
- Surely it's not beyond our collective intelligence/wit to conceive and develop a smart effective licensing scheme that would make 
a positive impact locally. 
- To do so well, we would surely want to develop and oversee such a scheme via a wide range of stakeholders (the Council, 
landlords, charities, housing associations, others). 
- I estimate we could develop a robust and effective scheme that would cost about £50 per house annually, ie £1 per week. IE £250 
over 5 years (it would be charged annually, not in a lump sum - although I wonder about an incentive to save on admin if people 
pay it in a lump sum, eg 5 years for £200). Or I even think £75 per year might be acceptable, both to landlords and tenants who 
might see their rent go up. 
- Finally, I also think we need to look at how to implement this scheme for bedsit houses. As it stands, a house with 4 self-contained 
bedsits will pay for 4 licences; that's obviously highly punitive. I'm no great fan of bedsits, but surely we can limit their 
multiplication via planning? 

140 At the end of the day, problem tenants should all be housed in one area away from the rest of us. Bring back council estates. I 
couldn’t give a monkeys if they live in squalor. If they want to better themselves, they can start behaving like decent people and get 
a job. License a few private landlords and only allow decent tenants in them who genuinely can’t work due to age or disability, and 
make sure their housing benefit covers the increase. 

141 Have heard a lot of landlords are selling up. Will put pressure on LCC to house people. 

142 TOO MUCH RUBBISH DUMPED ON STREETS 

143 NEED MORE RECYCLING COLLECTIONS  TOO MUCH RUBBISH ON STREETS 

144 NOT A GOOD STANDARD OF PROPERTIES IN AREA AND RENTS HIGH 

145 I see in the area the landlords this is upsetting have started a campaign to stop it - shame on these landlords 

146 GOOD IDEA 

147 No 

148 Like the area and people 

149 Keeping bins tidy is a priority and dealing with damp 

150 Like the area 

151 Like the area 

152 Landlords rent out property only care about money not people 

153 cars speeding on streets, more policing. 

Page 290



Appendix 9 
 

23. Is there anything else that you would like to say?  

154 LC SHOULD BE ........ ON TACKLING/........ 

155 streets should be cleaner 

156 Area needs tidying up, especially on bin days . Lots of fly tipping. 

157 Like Beeston 

158 Lived in Harehills & moved - didn't feel safe. 

159 Harehills isn't really a safe area to live in 

160 Not good area. Too many drunk people. Too many drugs in area - people smoking weed on streets. Too much noise in street. 

161 Area needs regeneration - bit run down. 

162 ???? ??? ??? ??? ?? ????? ?????? ???? 

163 Cap rents, landlords charging too much, you can live in better areas for less. 

164 Dog fouling is a big problem & fly tipping 

165 Lots of fly tipping in the area which is also bringing more rats to the area as well. A lot of dog fouling. A lot of drugs in the area. 
Things have changed a lot in recent years. Bigger mix of people and not what it used to be. 

166 Area is dirty, dog fouling, rats, etc: Lots of People drinking in the street and shouting. 

167 Similar scheme for Armley 

168 Rents are too high. Conditions are shit Pay is not rising People need safe warm homes. 

169 (from question- if you live in Beeston or Harehills; I personally believe the area is going down hill. Crime rate is building and the 
area doesn't have good facilities. It looks a mess due to ignorant people who don't respect the area. 

170 Far too many unscrupulous landlords who are in it just for the money and don't care about the quality of housing or issues going on 
in the proposed areas 

171 Why not do the whole city/ other areas - tenants would benefit 

172 Couldn't find landlord forms online and none in Compton Centre 

173 Friends have had issues with standards and having people moved in who are drug dealers etc. 

174 LL should look after ??? of their housing 

175 Poor response from the police when called, no time/not interested. 

176 area dirty e.g. dog fouling , rubbish , rats , drinking in street , people shouting 

177 Why not consider whole city 

178 Two sides of Beeston. Better closer to DROSC. Seems to be a place of two halves. 

179 Soon as. I would not like to share 
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Correspondence from CITU  
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Correspondence from the Residential Landlords Association 
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Correspondence from a landlord 
 
 
 

Reasons to Reject Selective Licensing 
 

Note: This document makes references to paragraphs published in a Report of Director of Resources and Housing to the Exec 
Board (7/2/18) produced by Mark Ireland 
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Introduction 
The proposal for Selective Licensing is based on an initial report created by Housing & submitted to the Exec committee of 
Leeds City Council (LCC). The first step of the process is to have a consultation period where everyone can provide their 
views. Part of the consultation process requires the public to state if they agree/disagree with the proposal & submit any 
reasons for their views. This document highlights the major problems with the proposal to introduce Selective Licensing (SL) 
into large sections of Harehills & Beeston. 
 

Issues with Selective Licensing 
Any revenue generated from the license fee must cover the cost to the council to administer the Selective Licensing scheme. 
It cannot be used for enforcement purposes. Therefore the £825 tax per flat/ house must only pay for the paperwork & staff 
costs. The money will simply be used to issue & check that licenses have been applied for. 
Enforcement still has to come from existing funds. This has been the biggest complaint in other regions. This fact was clearly 
unknown to several councillors. For Cross Green 2 officers were employed but no details were provided to show what 
occurred to these 2 roles after the scheme ended. If they were retained then how are they funded now? 
 
Despite a FOI request no details have been provided to justify this cost. Councils in London are charging less than 
£400. Other areas are only charging one fee per property rather than the number of units within a property owned by the 
same landlord. The SL tax can only be regarded as a clear case of the Council/Housing deceiving the public with regards to the 
cost of the scheme. There is a strong risk that the funds will be siphoned off to fund other needs as has happened in other 
councils. Everyone is aware of the shortage of council funds & the need to increase it. 
 
The SL Proposal is to consider this income as part of a locality agenda for Harehills & Beeston Hill. This means that 
the council will be required to add additional funding to actually make this work. No guarantees or details are provided to 
ensure that this will happen. So the proposal is being put forward with a false promise to the public that it will help 
regenerate the area when it will only go to Housing Admin. Housing confirmed in the public events that the aim was to bring 
in funds from other sources to make this work. However this was pure speculation & nothing had been discussed or promised 
with regards to these additional funds. 
 
According to the report these 2 areas are in the lowest 1% based on the Index of Multiple of Deprivation data (IMD). No 
breakdown has been provided to validate this claim. The Index highlights the fact that of all the factors used – Housing is the 
least important. The only assumption is that the report is cherry picking the facts. Again a request has been made to provide 
a breakdown of what criteria of the IMD data this has been based on. There are many surrounding areas in Leeds that are as 
low or lower. Beeston & Harehills are no worse than Holbeck/Gipton/Seacroft/Halton Moor/Cross Green – see Appendix 3. 
Even within Harehills & Beeston no more than a few streets are classed this low. So why downgrade the rest of the properties 
unless you have an alternative agenda! 
 
Holbeck has regularly been held up as a beacon of how an area can be improved. However, the council selected Holbeck to 
be an official Red Light area. This speaks volumes. Why not choose an area like Moortown or the City Centre? Perhaps it’s 
better to use an area that will fit the situation. In addition millions have been pumped into the area to raise its condition. 
Holbeck cannot be used to justify SL when it is still in need of millions more to lift its status & keep it there. 
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The report is based on a few streets referred to as The Nowell’s/Clifton’s & The Beverley’s which it claims have a poor overall 
IMD figures & then used these to create a business case. A business case that cannot exist without dragging in large sections 
of Harehills & Beeston Hill (see p3.4/3.5). 
 
If this is so then the case for Beeston Hill does not exist. The Beverley’s were demolished many years ago. The only area 
that exists with that name is a couple of streets around Beverley Square. Beverley Square is a new development consisting of 
many homes that are a mix of social rented & shared ownership properties (see link below/Appendix 5/Appendix 7). 
 
http://unityha.co.uk/articles/view/29/home-is-where-the-heart-is-beverleys-beeston-leeds 
 
The neighbouring area all around Greenmount Primary school has also been redeveloped. 
So where is this mystery location of The Beverley’s? In reality it doesn’t exist as can be seen from the Appendix 6 – The 
Beverley’s – Old & New. 
 
With regards to the Nowell’s perhaps the council should look at its own report on the LCC news website in 2014. This is when 
The Leeds Neighbourhood Approach was implemented in the Nowell’s. Councillor Peter Gruen, from the Executive Board, 
stated: 
“The Leeds Neighbourhood approach was a real success in the Nowell’s area…” https://news.leeds.gov.uk/neighbourhood-
approach-to-target-housing-standards-in-armley/ 
 
If the initiative was such a success then why is it that 4 years later, the situation has been identified as to be one of the worst 
situations in the city, specifically in that neighbourhood. This is a clear case of the council failing to address the issues in the 
area and as such, despite promoting the success of the initiative, it has clearly failed as a sustainable success in their own 
opinion. 
 
It is clear to see that if funding and initiatives do not continue to be applied then the area will revert back to its previous 
state. Many locals regard the Nowell’s as a serious issue but this is due to rogue tenants not landlords. The Appendix 2 – 
Nowell’s & Clifton’s backs this up. 
 

The difficulty with understanding the Council case is that apart from 1 street, an external viewing showed the 
properties & streets to be in a clean presentable condition. So how has the SL assessment been made? Have they 
just looked at a few spreadsheets or have they actually visited the sites? (Photos supplied in Appendix 2) 

 
A major point to note is that the Nowell’s are actually part of Burmantofts not Harehills. So why has Burmantofts not been 
selected instead of Harehills? Is this a political game? Perhaps there is a case of stereotyping with the 2 areas occupied 
significantly by people from Europe & Asia. 
 
There is an unfair justification for applying the SL scheme to the broader Harehills and Beeston areas when resources should 
be targeted to these specific streets. This is Housing/LCC making circumstances fit the business case rather than the other 
way around. 
 
The Housing/LCC have continually referenced Cross Green & Holbeck as shining examples of success but avoid highlighting 
the biggest factor (& difference) – the large financial investment by the Council to attempt to fix the issues. Cross Green SL 
was started in 2009. However around 2013 a large injection of cash (almost 7 million) was used to upgrade the area. This was 
even before the SL 5 year project had ended. This proves the need for continual direct financial investment to keep the area 
in an acceptable state. The problem still exists in Cross Green but has simply shifted to another part of it. In addition the main 
issue in 2009 was empty housing not over density. 
https://news.leeds.gov.uk/cash-injection-to-boost-community-investment-in-cross-green 
 
https://news.leeds.gov.uk/holbeck-neighbourhood-project-expanded-after-initial-success/ 
 
Para3.6 - The report tries to claim the rest of Harehills & Beeston suffer from similar deprivation, high levels poor quality 
housing & poor environmental conditions. This statement ignores the fact that the biggest single landlord is the Council 
whose properties are often below satisfactory & will take ages to update. The tenants in these properties are the ones that 
have not been taken on or have been evicted by the PRS due to the issues they have caused – non-payment of rent, property 
damage, meter tampering, anti-social behaviour etc. 
 
It also totally ignores the reality of the situation. House prices are on the increase, housing availability is almost non- existent. 
Houses sell within a matter of weeks. Not bad for slum areas. Blocks of streets in other cities have been sold for peanuts just 
to find a way of offloading them with the hope of regenerating them via the PRS. That’s not the case here. 
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Para3.7 – Why is an increase in the PRS an issue? The tenants within these areas are the poorest in the city so they can never 
afford to buy them. If these properties were not there where will these people go? The council hasn’t got the 
money/resource/capacity to house even a tenth of them. Just imagine if even 200 properties were taken off the market – 
assuming 4 people live in each that’s 800 people that need to be rehoused. These properties are still some of the cheapest in 
the city. Is the council expecting to find 5* standards at 1* prices? If LCC expects a major upgrade then this will need to be 
funded & rents will need to be raised to keep the property at that level. Who will suffer – the tenant! If the properties were 
so bad then the tenants are not tied down & can move on or not move in. They have a choice. This is not the case with social 
housing where they have very little choice but to accept or remain in temporary accommodation. 
LCC seems to have no concept of these simple basic concepts or is deliberately ignoring them to justify its money grab. 
Deprivation is based on many factors. One of the least important is Housing according to IMD. However the report tries to 
imply it’s the most important. 
The quality of housing is due to many factors & not something that SL will fix nor is it solely the fault of a landlord as Housing 
seems to imply. The housing stock is old. The back to back nature of the housing automatically means that more people will 
reside in one location compared to areas with through terraced/semi-detached homes. More people will share a property to 
save costs as they cannot afford to live separately. Many non-western communities also live as large groups & do not find this 
an issue unlike traditional western communities. This is a cultural point which Housing/LCC has failed to grasp. So much for 
the promotion & understanding of multiculturalism promoted by LCC. 
In many instances the properties are bought as long term investments by small scale or accidental landlords. They are used to 
fund retirement, increase current earnings or to be used for additional family members to live in in the 
future. This is planning for the future & avoiding the problems of a poor retirement. So there is a vested interest in keeping 
the property in a good condition. Some LCC councillors think this is pure capitalism. This is reality & happens all over the 
world. Not everyone can or wants to buy/own a property. 
There is no definition given in the report to the phrase - some of the housing stock is the poorest in the city. No quantitative 
value is provided either. The properties cannot be classed as poorer than many in Gipton/Seacroft/Halton 
Moor/Armley/Holbeck/Burmantofts. A simple walk around both areas shows the external look of houses in a presentable 
condition & clean. Many of the properties are not fitted with door or window grills to protect them unlike Headingley or 
other areas. 
The council does not by its own admission know how many properties are in the PRS. So the figures provided are nothing 
more than an estimate. 
 
Para3.9 The consultation process is flawed in many aspects. 
The Question set issues are detailed in Appendix 8 & 9. 
There has been no accommodation for any ethnic group – 
The council offers multi language instructions in other documents. 
Other councils provided this. 
There are a large number of affected tenants whose first language is not English. 
The promotional statements on the website strongly imply that the money obtained will solve issues like Fly Tipping, Crime, 
Anti-Social Behaviour, Overcrowding etc. 
There is almost nothing to highlight that all of this Tax will be used for anything but administration. This is confirmed by the 
comments made by people responding to the consultation both online & in public events. The public think that the landlords 
will be paying to improve the local areas. 
LCC states that most of the landlords are not an issue & yet wants to tax all of them. 
There is nothing to highlight that the £825 tax will be applied in one go & yet the tenant question set asks the tenants if they 
would be happy to pay in instalments of up to £5 over 5 years. The council has no control how the landlords pass this cost on 
so they cannot suggest these options to the tenants. Many comments have been made where people believe they will only 
be paying a few extra pounds a week. This is deception! 
There is no public statement made that money will need to be found from the public purse to fund SL over and above the 
money received from the Tax on the landlords. This means there must be cuts to other services. This is highlighted in 4.3.4. 
Cross Green required an additional 150K of funding above the SL tax. 
4 years after it ended no post review/cost benefit analysis has ever been produced for Cross Green yet the council/Housing 
continue to boast about its success. This is a damning highlight that it wasn’t the success we keep hearing. 
Para3.18 The Cross Green case cannot be compared to SL in Harehills & Beeston. This was eventually admitted by Housing 
when it was pointed out that so much money was pumped into the area by the council to back up the money paid by the 
landlords. There will not be any council funding for Harehills & Beeston. Cross Green was all about empty properties & people 
not wanting to stay there. Beeston & Harehills are by Housing’s own words Over Populated. You do not need to be a brain 
surgeon to understand this means people want to live there. Hardly what you would expect if the properties are slums & the 
areas are run down/not safe. 
Holbeck has often been used as an example but again so much council funding has been pumped in that there is no 
comparison. This is Housing/Council’s attempt to give a false impression. 
Para3.20 All landlords & owners will be identified - This will never happen. The council does not have the time, manpower or 
money to visit every single property in both areas. It has never happened in the past & is proved by the fact that it hasn’t 
happened in any other town/city. The number of prosecutions are in single digits (see Appendix 4). 
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Rogue Landlord Register – This is already in existence with the relevant legislative powers attached. So if this is the main 
intention of the SL scheme then the whole scheme is just a duplication of effort. 
Why not introduce a similar scheme for Rogue Tenants. Housing readily admits that this type of tenant must still legally be 
rehoused. The problem tenant is just rehoused in another area. The council knows these tenants contribute to Anti-Social 
behaviour, crime & fly-tipping but remains quiet & chooses to publicly blame landlords. Education & Social Services are the 
only ones that can resolve this issue. 
 

Financial Implications not mentioned or given a very low profile by Housing/LCC 
SL will cost every landlord £825 per unit. If the landlord has more than 1 flat per property then this will cost £825 x No of flats 
they own. This is payable in one lump sum. So for some landlords this will be a fee of 20-30k or more. Even for the smaller 
landlord this still has the same impact. Like any business landlords depend on cash flow. They do not have a mountain of cash 
in reserve. This tax will have a serious financial impact on their business. 
 
On average each house has a rental income of 400-550pcm. For a flat it is 300-450pcm. These are rough values but more on 
the high side than low side. So in a year the gross income is around 6K. This is not the mega thousands that some councillors 
& public seem to think. The Rolls Royce will clearly have to wait. 
Out of this total you must deduct agency fees, repairs, void periods, mortgage & insurance costs, legal costs & admin fees. So 
this will only provide an income of perhaps 3-4k or less over the year. If the void period includes repairing the property due to 
tenant damage then there is often an annual loss. It takes time to organise a repair which results in additional lost rental 
revenue. 
Tenants on benefits are paid in arrears. This can take up to 2 months to arrive. So the landlord is already in arrears. The 
mortgage payments do not stop. Often the tenants leave without giving notice & register elsewhere. This stops the benefit 
payment to the landlord from that point. The landlord often has no idea until several weeks have passed. This is lost revenue 
& is never recovered. 
The council & police provide no assistance. So much for working in partnership. The landlord takes all the responsibility & 
loss. Even though Housing & LCC are fully aware. the phrase ROGUE TENANT is never used. There are more of these than 
ROGUE LANDLORDS. Landlords have to deal with drugs, tampered utility meters, stolen & damaged property or leftover 
rubbish dumped by the tenant to name a few issues. You offer no assistance, just extra costs to dispose of the rubbish. 
By losing £825 for no benefit to the tenant/property/locality, the landlord now has even less to spend on the property or pay 
for the running costs. What will happen? 
Rent must increase by £825 or more. This is more likely to be closer to £1000 once additional admin costs are included such as 
legal fees & paperwork to include this Tax. The SL forms are apparently many pages long. In many cases agents are needed to 
do this as landlords cannot do this. So more cost is created. 
The charge will be applied in one lump sum. The landlord is not a bank & cannot offer the tenant credit facilities. Housing/LCC 
have been deceiving everyone by implying that it will be offered in tiny instalments of 
£5 or less. This is a landlord’s choice only. 
Even if the property is empty the charge applies. So the landlord suffers further losses. 
Some landlords will find the whole process is far beyond their means & will sell their properties. These are likely to be bought 
by out of town investors who have no interest in the area. The new owners will also look to hike rents to produce a return on 
their investment. Properties are usually sold empty so the existing tenant will be evicted. 
Tenants that cannot afford the increase will be issued with eviction notices. As all the rents will rise by a similar amount the 
tenants will have to find a cheaper location but none exist. This will produce severe hardship & disruption especially to the 
elderly or children who may have to changeschools. 
Tenants will lose access to their local amenities such as local ethnically orientated food stores or places of worship if they leave 
the area. This breaks up communities & businesses lose regular customers. 
More properties will become empty & this will downgrade the area. 
Insurance & Mortgage costs will rise or be harder to obtain as finance companies rate the areas as a slum area & higher risk. 
This already happens in other SL areas. 
Properties may lose value as they are classed as slum properties & at high risk. 
If a property is sold to another landlord the charge is reapplied. The Council is in effect ripping off the new owner as the 5 
year period will not have expired but a Tax of at least £1650 will have been made. This will be even more if the property is 
split into flats. 
With the upcoming introduction of the removal of agent’s fees to tenants, landlords are receiving letters that their charges 
will increase. The agents are advising landlords that to remain profitable landlords need to increase rental costs. By the time 
SL is introduced there will be 2 charges to add to the rental. Due to astonishingly badly thought out laws the tenant will be 
the ultimate sufferer. 
Good agents take a lot of the difficult work out of the management of properties especially at the start of tenancies. They 
have the time & facilities to review & vet potential tenants, deal with deposits, legal paperwork & have a network of 
tradesmen to complete repairs. Many part time landlords need this service & rely on agents to provide updates on legal 
changes. 
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Advertised benefits that are blatantly not possible 
Crime reduction – If the council & police cannot control this then how can a landlord who doesn’t have any legal powers. 
Charging an £825 registration fee does nothing to change this. Making this part of the sales pitch for SL is grossly misleading. 
A successful major drugs raid was recently completed in the St Wilfrids area (not part of the SL area) 
 
Fly Tipping – Local councillors have admitted this has increased due to the council policy of charging for various items. Council 
fly tipping teams claim the opposite. So the council cannot even get its own story straight. The removal of local waste 
disposal sites has also increased this issue. Tenants who are already on the breadline will not spend £20 or more to remove 
an unwanted item. Do they feed their family & buy the necessities or ensure a mattress is properly disposed of? Many do not 
have a vehicle. Are they expected to carry a mattress several miles to dispose of it? Harehills was the 6th worst ranked area 
for Missed Bin collections. You cannot even get this right! 
 
Anti-Social behaviour – Landlords (via the Assured Shorthold Tenancy Agreement-AST), the council & police have existing 
powers to deal with bad tenants. Charging £825 will not make any difference. Landlords can only evict a tenant. However 
even this requires time, resource & evidence. It inevitably results in several months lost rent & damage to the property. This 
is an example of grossly misleading the public by implying that SL will help resolve this. 
 
Greater Enforcement – The implication is that the council will be able to achieve more against poor landlords. However no 
new powers are legally permitted under SL. All the required legal powers are available to the Council. So again this is 
misleading the public. 
 

Unsuccessful scheme 
Evidence for this occurring is with Thanet District Council as an example. 
Following the introduction of Selective Licensing in Thanet District Council of 26 prosecutions were made up to 2016. 23 of 
these prosecutions were made for failing to obtain a license while only 3 were for breaches of Parts 1and 2 of the Housing Act 
2004. This was in a period since of the licensing scheme commenced in 2011. This is clear evidence that the licensing scheme 
merely criminalised otherwise decent landlords and as such failed to address the actual issues that were stated in the original 
business case. 
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/housing_selective_landlord_licen_4 
 
Current Issues 
The following Police neighbourhood priorities for Leeds North East and Leeds South are as follows 
https://www.westyorkshire.police.uk/my-neighbourhood/leeds/leeds-east 
 
https://www.westyorkshire.police.uk/my-neighbourhood/leeds/leeds-south 
 
Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 
Tackling anti-social behaviour. 
Killingbeck & Seacroft 
Tackling anti-social behaviour and low level crime. 
Proactive work surrounding drug related crimes. 
Gipton & Harehills 
Proactive work targeting emerging criminality and robbery offences. 
Improving community engagement. 
Garforth, Kippax, Methley, Swillington, Allerton Bywater 
Off Road Bike patrols around areas known for quad use. 
Cross Gates & Whinmoor and surrounding areas 
Proactive work to reduce burglary offences. 
Temple Newsam, Halton Moor 
 
Reduction in anti-social behaviour including motorbike use and criminal damage. 
Beeston and Holbeck Ward – 
Managed Approach and Drugs 
Hunslet and Riverside Ward – 
None set 
Middleton Ward – 
ASB use of off road bikes / speeding 
Morley South Ward – 
Youth ASB 
Morley North Ward – 
Youth ASB 

Page 308

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/housing_selective_landlord_licen_4
https://www.westyorkshire.police.uk/my-neighbourhood/leeds/leeds-east
https://www.westyorkshire.police.uk/my-neighbourhood/leeds/leeds-south


Appendix 10 
 

Ardsley & Robin Hood Ward – 
None set 
Rothwell Ward – 
Youth ASB (Town Centre) 
 
There is no mention of Anti-social behaviour in Harehills. In addition it states that there is proactive work targeting emerging 
criminality and robbery offences. This implies that it is not an epidemic but at risk of growing. So this destroys the claims 
made on the LCC website. 
For Beeston and Holbeck there is a Managed Approach and an issue with Drugs. No mention of ASB. 
Reviewing the claims found on the LCC website promoting the need for Selective Licensing we find the following listed:- 
Beeston and Harehills have some of the highest levels of antisocial behaviour and crime in thecity. 
No mention is made of the same issues in several other wards many of which have a high proportion of LCC managed 
properties. The largest landlord in Harehills is LCC. So why is there no breakdown offered to differentiate between the issues 
created from LCC managed properties and those from the PRS? 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Selective%20Licensing%20Frequently%20Asked%20Questions.pdf 
 
On the issue of crime, one of the areas in Leeds that has the greatest amount of regulation in Leeds is the Headingley area. 
There are more members of the Leeds Rental Standard and other landlord accreditation schemes and bodies in that area as 
well as HMO Licensing. However, despite this fact, the crime statistics for the area are the highest in the city. 
 

Government Discussion 
Appendix 4 is part of a Government discussion paper which highlights several issues that are relevant to SL. A major point 
highlighted is that the scheme supposedly regarded as the best example of SL working was actually a failure (Newham). 
 
Newham have done 1,200 prosecutions, or 240 a year, out of 47,000 properties. That is 0.5% of properties in their area that 
they have done anything about and have done prosecutions. That is with 140 officers. 
They have 40 police officers, 100 enforcement officers and they have done 240 prosecutions a year. That is less than two 
prosecutions an officer. If that is what is classed as success—and it is classed across the industry as the most successful 
licensing scheme in the country—really what does that say? It is pitiful. 
Low levels of enforcement within selective licensing areas were a key concern for many of our witnesses. Dr Julie Rugg told us 
that there was little empirical evidence that selective licensing schemes had a beneficial impact on the quality of private 
rented accommodation where they have been implemented, and that many appeared to be, “a bureaucratic exercise of 
making lists of people, charging amounts of money, receiving those moneys and just maintaining lists”.216 David Smith from 
the RLA agreed, telling us, “there is no substantive evidence that licensing does anything better than get people to have 
licences”, while David Smith-Milne of Placefirst said, “the lack of evaluative evidence is a real concern”.217 The lack of such 
evidence was not denied by advocates of selective licensing, with Sir Robin Wales telling us, “I cannot, if I am honest, say that I 
have absolute proof” of a general increase in the quality of private rented housing in Newham since the introduction of 
licensing in 2013. 
This says it all. 

 

Legal Issues 
An area has to specifically have 20% of poor housing stock at the point of applying SL. You have not proved this. Therefore 
your proposal will be illegal. You openly admit you do not know how many landlords/properties there are in the PRS even 
though that is the point of the exercise. If you have not been inside then you cannot know their condition. You have failed to 
define how these properties are of poor stock. Ultimately you run the risk of being guilty of maladministration. You have a 
duty to provide a service that you have promised. 
 

Conclusion 
If the Leeds Rental Scheme is so good, then why is only 1 councillor a member? Many councillors & family members own 
many properties within Leeds. This is either a bad scheme or they do not want to waste their money on something that 
doesn’t deliver any benefits for the cost. A clear case of DO AS I SAY NOT AS I DO! Why are you asking the PRS to spend 
money to join a scheme, then spend almost £90 in order to get £150 discount. This is only a discount of £60 or even less if 
you then take the required courses etc. What happens if you only join for 1 year then don’t renew? This can only be 
described as a false sweetener!  If Beeston & Harehills areas are classed as deprived (according to the Housing report) then 
why are people not looking to move out as they wanted to do in Cross Green? The areas are fully occupied with barely any 
properties to rent or for sale. People are not looking to move from these areas. A clear sign that the PRS is doing the job. For 
people on very low incomes the PRS & the local facilities offer them a way of avoiding a homeless life. Raise the costs or 
make renting harder, then you will raise the number of homeless.  The cost of local housing has gone up at a proportionally 
faster rate than many other areas of Leeds. 15 years ago a back to back terraced house could be purchased for around 15k. 
These are now valued at over 70k (see Rightmove etc for confirmation). Empty properties are non-existent. Compare this 
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with areas such as Seacroft/Gipton/Cross Green for example. Headingley is full of properties with security grills over the 
windows & doors & has a higher incidence of property theft. The loss of available property to rent if landlords pull out will 
only lead to empty properties. The local tenants can only just afford the current costs. They cannot afford a mortgage & so 
can never buy. Houses will be left empty. 
Targeting the PRS by trying to using them as a cash cow will simply lead to resentment & non-cooperation. Without an equal 
& fair partnership between all parties there will never be any success. The issues the consultation has tried to highlight are 
not due to landlords but many other factors including Rogue tenants, other locals & most importantly lack of direct financial 
help from the council. This is not the case for other areas. 
Stop demonising landlords & give them public recognition for the hard work & service they are providing that prevents 
thousands of tenants ending up on the street. The council cannot meet this demand as it stands. What will happen if the 
available PRS property portfolio reduces by even a couple of hundred? The council will be left with a huge & immediate 
emergency housing issue. Work out the costs! Landlords will simply convert their properties into emergency housing & 
charge far more. The losers will be the Council & more importantly the tenants. 
IMD data has been used to justify the need for SL. However it’s clear that 5 of the 7 factors have nothing to do with the 
property owned by the PRS. To date no clarity has been provided to explain which factors have been used to produce the 
claim made in the Housing report. From the charts & details supplied in the IMD Appendix 1 its clear there is no valid reason 
Beeston or Harehills PRS should be selected. The index does not differentiate between the PRS sector or any other form of 
housing including Social Housing. Neither Beeston nor Harehills is any worse than many other areas in Leeds. So what is the 
real justification for doing this when it clearly fails the tenants? 
What we have is a proposal that is a REVENUE GENERATION SCHEME TO BAIL OUT HOUSING & LCC! 
 

Appendix 
Please refer to the attached documents 
IMD values 
Nowell’s & Clifton’s 
Other Areas 
Select Committee view 
The Beverley’s – Unity 
The Beverley’s Old & New 
CAS – The Beverley’s Short LR 
Tenants questionnaire 
Landlords questionnaire 
 
(This document has been produced with the aid of information from people who have joined the Landlord Group & other 
interested parties – Many thanks to you all) 

 

Appendix - IMD Values 
 
Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 
 
The ratings in this index are the basis of the Housing report. There are 7 indicators used to produce an overall rating. Of the 7 
factors used, 5 are totally irrelevant to the property that the tenant resides in. The index can be selected to give a rating for 
each street. However this cannot justifiably be used to rate the whole area. 
 
IMD – Barriers to housing – Is one of 7 domains of the IMD, the indicators used in this domain are; - 
-Household overcrowding 
District level rate of acceptances under the homelessness provisions of the 1996 Housing Act, assigned to the constituent 
LSOAs 
Difficulty of access to owner-occupation - Road distance to a GP surgery 
Road distance to a general store or supermarket 
Road distance to a primary school 
Road distance to a Post Office or sub post office. 
The IMD map for this domain shows that Harehills is only in the 40-50% most deprived bracket. Not the 1% that the Housing 
report claims. Housing have cherry picked the report to justify their case. 
 
IMD - Living Environment - This domain combines 4 indicators to give an overall score for the level of deprivation in the 
quality of the local environment. The indicators used in the latest update of this domain are: 
Social and private housing in poor condition 
Houses without central heating 
Air quality 
Road traffic accidents involving injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
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Of these 4 factors, 2 have nothing to do with the property. How does anyone know which houses have central heating? The 
1st factor includes SOCIAL HOUSING – who owns this – LCC. An own goal I think. 
 
The other domains are – 
Employment deprivation 
Education, Skills & Training 
Health Deprivation & Disability 
Crime 
Income Deprivation, for Children & Older people. 
None of these factors can be attributed to the landlord or controlled by them. These are the responsibility of the Police & 
LCC. 
 
 
IMD map - http://dclgapps.communities.gov.uk/imd/idmap.html 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This map is the IMD for most of Leeds. The darkest red is the poorest rating. Cross Green, Holbeck, Potternewton, 
Chapeltown, Gipton, Seacroft, Halton Moor, Burmantofts, Belle Isle, New Wortley & Farnley are all in the same bracket as 
Harehills & Beeston Hill. 
 

 
Barriers to Housing & Services - Beeston 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Only a small part of Beeston is given a poor rating (20%). This is still better than the worst 10%. Holbeck has the same rating. 
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Barriers to Housing & Services - Harehills 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Harehills has a 50% rating – far better than many others & a long way from the most deprived rating. 
 
Living Environment Deprivation – Harehills 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Although parts of Harehills are within the bottom 10%, this is no more than many other areas of Leeds such as Armley, 
Holbeck & Farnley. Why is Holbeck still there after all the millions that have been spent? 

 
Living Environment Deprivation – Beeston 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although parts of Beeston are within the bottom 10%, this is no more than many other areas of Leeds such as Armley, 
Holbeck & Farnley. Interestingly the newly developed Beverley Square is still marked as part of the worst 10% 
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Appendix – Nowells & Cliftons (Oct 2018) 

 
This is the only street in all the Nowell’s / Clifton’s that has external issues Only 3 of the properties are in this state. It’s clear 
this is not a landlord issue but a tenant / external issue (note - missing flagstones). 
Note the cleanliness of the streets & gardens. The external property condition is also neat & tidy. There is no dumped rubbish 
& the footpaths are clear. 
 

 
New Housing 
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Appendix – Other Areas (ASB/Unoccupied/Fly Tipping) (Oct 2018) 
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Appendix 
 
Select Committee report on Selective Licensing issues 
 
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmcomloc/440/44007.htm 
 
You are here: Parliament home page > Parliamentary business > Publications and Records > Committee Publications > All Select Committee 
Publications > Commons Select Committees > Communities and Local Government > Communities and Local Government 
Private rented sector Contents 

 
Selective licensing 
Section 80 of the Housing Act 2004 permits local authorities in England and Wales to implement selective licensing of privately rented 
properties in areas experiencing low housing demand and/or suffering from anti-social behaviour.202 The same Act also introduced a new 
licensing regime for Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs). In areas with selective licensing, all private landlords are obliged to obtain a 
licence. The local authority is permitted to take enforcement action against any landlord who fails to obtain a licence, or does not achieve 
the minimum acceptable requirements. The Government told us that it would undertake a review of the current selective licensing 
framework before the summer.203 
 
In 2013, our predecessor Committee urged the Government to give councils greater freedom over when licensing schemes can be 
introduced and more flexibility over how they are implemented.204 Consequently, in April 2015, the Government broadened the criteria 
under which selective licensing may be introduced, so that a designation can now be made if the area to which it relates satisfies one or 
more of the following conditions: low housing demand (or is likely to become such an area); significant and persistent anti-social behaviour; 
poor property conditions; high levels of migration; high level of deprivation; or high levels of crime.205 It has also extended licensing for 
HMOs. 
  
The LGA told us that, “While landlord licensing schemes will not be appropriate in every council area, they can have significant benefits for 
landlords and tenants”.206 The RLA supported targeted, specific licensing, because it “helped to break up tenant ghettos and 
spread tenants out across the whole area”—although they continued to oppose borough-wide schemes.207 The Minister told us that, 
where schemes were shown to be working well, the Government wanted to “make sure this good practice spreads out to other areas that 
are 
similar”.208 
 
We heard that there were several advantages for local authorities that implemented selective licensing schemes. Sir Robin Wales—who 
was responsible for implementing the high-profile, borough-wide licensing scheme in the London Borough of Newham—believed that 
licensing allowed councils to set tougher basic conditions for private landlords to meet.209 For example, licensed landlords were required 
to inspect their own properties every 
six months and provide gas safety certificates to the council. Councillor Blackburn told us that selective licensing gave council officers the 
ability to “get behind the front door of properties that we would never otherwise have gotten into”.210 He highlighted the multi-agency 
approach adopted in Blackpool, which enabled officials to intervene in situations that would have otherwise remained hidden. Councillor 
Newman explained that selective licensing increased the likelihood of a positive outcome when criminal landlords are prosecuted, noting 
the “very clear focus to a set of conditions that should be met”.211  Local authorities that had implemented selective licensing schemes 
cited improved enforcement statistics as proof of their success. The London Borough of Newham told us they had issued 39,321 licences to 
26,072 landlords and, since 2013, 1,225 prosecutions had been brought against criminal landlords, with 28 having been banned from the 
sector.212 In Waltham Forest, where a borough-wide licensing scheme had also been implemented, the council had prosecuted 60 private 
landlords between February 2016 and April 2017, resulting in fines and costs of approximately £200,000.213 In Blackpool, there were 875 
properties licensed, 752 schedules of work and 87 formal notices issued, and 16 prosecutions.214 
 
However, David Cox from ARLA Propertymark told us that, far from demonstrating success, these statistics were evidence of failure. He set 
out the London Borough of Newham’s prosecution record: 
 
Newham have done 1,200 prosecutions, or 240 a year, out of 47,000 properties. That is 0.5% of properties in their area that they have 
done anything about and have done prosecutions. I would note that that is with 140 officers. They have 40 police officers, 100 enforcement 
officers and they have done 240 prosecutions a year. That is less than two prosecutions an officer. If that is what is classed as success—and 
it is classed across the industry as the most successful licensing scheme in the country—really what does that say? It is pitiful.215 

 
Low levels of enforcement within selective licensing areas were a key concern for many of our witnesses. Dr Julie Rugg told us that there 
was little empirical evidence that selective licensing schemes had a beneficial impact on the quality of private rented accommodation 
where they have been implemented, and that many appeared to be, “a bureaucratic exercise of making lists of people, charging amounts 
of money, receiving those moneys and just maintaining lists”.216 David Smith from the RLA agreed, telling us, “there is no substantive 
evidence that licensing does anything better than get people to have licences”, while David Smith-Milne of Placefirst said, “the lack of 
evaluative evidence is a real concern”.217 The lack of such evidence was not denied by advocates of selective licensing, with Sir Robin 
Wales telling us, “I cannot, if I am honest, say that I have absolute proof” of a general increase in the quality of private rented housing in 
Newham since the introduction of licensing in 2013.218 
 
Having received written evidence primarily from local authorities who were in favour of selective licensing schemes, we proactively sought 
evidence from councils that had considered, but ultimately rejected, such schemes for their areas, to ask them why they had taken this 
approach. Councillor Lawton told us that Bournemouth Borough Council had rejected selective licensing was because they were concerned 
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costs would be passed on to tenants in higher rent. He explained: 
 
[ … ] If you charge a landlord £500 per unit over five years—the licence would last for five years—it is £100 a year. That is £2 a week, and 
they would probably increase the rent by that amount. As I said earlier, although the people at the higher end of the market could probably 
afford that, people at the lower end may find it difficult. It really could just tip the balance against them.219 
 
He was also concerned about the possibility of judicial review from landlords’ representatives, and the potential cost that could be incurred 
as a result. Councillor Salier told us that, in Wandsworth, it was felt that only a very small number of private rented properties were of an 
insufficient standard, and that selective licensing would not be the best use of council resources, and would place an unfair burden on the 
majority of landlords who were doing a good job.220 In Boston, consultation responses indicated that landlords, tenants and 
businesses were unanimous in their opposition to selective licensing, and that “we were prejudicing everybody for the risk of the minority 
and that, instead, we should be focusing our enforcement action on targeting the worst”.221 
 
Furthermore, the British Property Federation highlighted several selective licensing schemes that they felt had not been well-deployed, or 
failed to meet their objectives.222 One example was Manchester City Council, which decided to withdraw their selective licensing scheme 
after five years, stating: “Members and landlords have criticised the scheme as being overly bureaucratic, with too much effort focused on 
the paperwork and administration and not enough on tackling the poorer landlords through enforcement and prosecution”.223 They also 
noted Rochdale Council which, despite having had selective licensing for 10 years, 
continued to have problems of “poor quality landlords offering very poor quality and often illegal properties for rent”. 
 
We also heard suggestions for alternatives to selective licensing schemes. ARLA Propertymark told us that local authorities should adopt 
collaborative approaches to tackling issues within the private rented sector, citing as an example the London Rental Standard—a voluntary 
minimum set of rules that landlords and letting agents must agree to adhere to in order to operate in London.224 This enabled local 
authorities to target their resources on intelligence-led enforcement, rather than the administrative burdens of a licensing scheme. The 
NLA strongly advocated landlord accreditation as an alternative to licensing, explaining that it looked to work with local authorities to 
address issues using existing powers and encourage engagement with the local landlord community.225 The British Property Federation 
supported proposals for a national register of landlords, which would provide a registration number to be used in all interactions with 
public bodies.226 
 
Application process for selective licensing 
 
Since April 2015, local authorities have had to seek approval from the Secretary of State for selective licensing schemes which would cover 
more than 20% of their geographical area or would affect more than 20% of privately rented homes in the area. In correspondence with 
the Minister, it was confirmed that—of the seven applications that the Secretary of State had considered since 2015—one had been 
rejected completely, two were confirmed in part, and four had been confirmed in full.227 
 
We heard that this application process was not fit for purpose. Councillor Blackburn told us that it took 20 weeks for the Government to 
respond to Blackpool Council’s application for a selective licensing scheme, far longer than the eight weeks it should have taken according 
to Government guidance.228 The London Borough of Newham also experienced delays with its recent application to the Government, 
leaving a significant gap between the expiry of the old licensing scheme and the commencement of its replacement.229 Councillor 
Blackburn was also concerned that the Minister’s decision was “heavily dependent upon the advice of civil servants”, who could not be 
expected to appreciate the local challenges in different parts of 
the country.230 
 
Others objected in principle to the application process. The LGA told us that, “requiring approval from the Secretary of State for licensing in 
a large area is an unnecessary intervention in local decision-making and should be removed”.231 Councillor Blackburn described the 
process as “contrary to the spirit of localism”, while Bristol City Council expressed their view that, “authorities should be able to make 
informed local decisions 
themselves on what is best to improve the private rented stock in their areas”.232 Even local authorities that had decided against 
implementing a selective licensing scheme of their own, agreed with the principle that the decision should ultimately rest with the local 
authority concerned.233 However, in response, the Minister highlighted the importance of having a high threshold for the implementation 
of selective licensing schemes: 
 
Believing in localism, they will come to me with the evidence, and the evidence will say whether it is acceptable or not. There has to be a 
high threshold. If we are bringing in very strong laws and a quite bureaucratic workload for different groups, which therefore will have a 
knock-on effect on cost, let alone the licence to register at all, then it has to have a high threshold. That is appropriate.234 
The Minister later confirmed that the application process would form part of the review of selective licensing that was due to take place 
before the summer.235 
The Beverley’s – Unity Housing article 15/2/13 
 
http://unityha.co.uk/articles/view/29/home-is-where-the-heart-is-beverleys-beeston-leeds 
 
 

HomeNewsHome is where the heart is - Beverleys, Beeston, Leeds  
 
15.02.2013 
 

Home is where the heart is - Beverleys, Beeston, Leeds 
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Paul Stevens and Ben Kilbride 

This Valentine’s Day our ‘Home is where the heart is’ event attracts over 50 people to our latest development ‘The 
Beverleys’ 

Unity now manages three schemes in the area of Beeston. The management of this scheme, featuring 55 two, three and four 
bedroom properties is shared between Unity Housing Association and Chevin Housing Association, part of the Together 
Housing Group. The properties are a mix of rented and shared-ownership properties – providing opportunities for first time 
buyers in the area of Beeston. 
 
The event served to welcome the families now living there to the local community and gave them the opportunity to meet 
their neighbours, their local councillors and a number of other people who had been involved in the scheme’s development.  
 
Upon arriving at the event, residents were given Valentine’s themed treats and were formally welcomed to their new homes 
by Unity’s Chief Executive, Ali Akbor, and Managing Director of Together Housing Group, Amanda Garrand. 
 

The guests at the opening event also had the opportunity to visit an occupied house on the development. The tenant said 
that ‘I am really happy with the service that Unity has provided. I’m loving the house and the area is really nice; neighbours 
are friendly. I can never imagine leaving this house!’ 
 
The Beverleys development did not only bring physical regeneration to the area of Beeston but also economic and social 
regeneration in that it’s construction provided apprenticeship, work experience and training opportunities for local people. 
Apprentices were employed by construction company Bramalls, part of the Keepmoat Group. As a result, six local people 

including , went on to secure full-time jobs. 
 
Councillor Richard Lewis, Executive Member for Development and the Economy, also present at the event, commented that ‘it is great that 
a new set of family homes are helping to regenerate the area by bringing in employment opportunities and that local people are 
benefitting from this’. 
 
The event was followed by a buffet at Rowland Road Working Men’s club where residents had the chance to get to know one another. 

 
 
 
Appendix - The Beverley’s Old & New (Oct 2018) 
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Selective Licensing Beeston and Harehills – Questionnaire for residents, local businesses & organisations 

 
Are you responding as: 
A private sector tenant 
A public sector tenant eg. Housing Leeds, housing association, charity 
An owner occupier 
A local business owner or service provider 
A representative of a local organisation 
A regular visitor to the area 
Other (please state in the space below) 
 
Are you responding about Beeston or Harehills? (please tick one boxonly) 
If you wish to have a say about both areas, you will need to complete separate questionnaires. 
Beeston 
Harehills 
Please tell us your FULL home postcode eg. LS1 1UR 
 
Where do you live? (please tick one box only) 
Beeston 
Harehills 
Elsewhere in Leeds 
Outside of Leeds 
 
If you live in Beeston or Harehills, please tell us how long you have lived in thearea: 
0-12 months 
1-2 years 
3-4 years 
5-9 years 
10 years plus 
 
Please tell us how long you have lived in your current home? 
0-12 months 
1-2 years 
3-4 years 
5-9 years 
10 years plus 
 
Do you intend staying in the area for the next 5 years? 
Yes 
No 
If No, please tell us why in the space below 
 
Which of the following do you feel are a big problem in the areas proposed for Selective Licensing? (please tick all that apply) 
 
Poor housing conditions 
Empty houses 
A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
A high level of unemployment 
People not being able to pay their bills 
Problems accessing services eg. doctors, schools 
Ill health (poor physical and mental health) 
Environmental issues, eg. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
A high level of crime and ASB 
A poor perception of private landlords 
Don’t know 
 
There are no timescales set for any of these 10 issues. How long a period is this intended to cover, 1,2 or 5 years? 
Poor housing conditions – what does this mean – no definition provided. Are you trying to give the impression that a property 
that only costs £400-500 pcm should be the equivalent to one that costs £1000pcm? Are you referring to the décor, the area, 
the age of the house, the furnishings. It’s only natural someone living in these areas will underrate their house compared to a 

0
1
1
3
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more affluent area. A 1 star hotel is a poor hotel when compared to a 5 star hotel. However it costs a lot less to stay in. 
Empty Houses – How many & how long – what kind of numbers represent a problem. No evidence is provided by the council. 
The only issue is a property that may be empty for a long term. Even this period should be defined eg 1 year. 
Turnover of tenants – what period / timescale, 6 months, 1 year, 2 years? 
High level of unemployment – how are the people completing this form supposed to know this? No reference data has been 
supplied to highlight this. 
People not able to pay their bills - how are the people completing this form supposed to know this? This is nothing more than 
conjecture. 
Problems accessing services – what does this have to do with Selective Licensing? Are the landlords expected to fix a service 
that the council is not providing? Should landlords start to build schools etc? 
Ill Health - How does Selective licensing improve poor physical & mental health? These are medical issues. People smoke & 
drink a lot & exercise very little. Are landlords expected to be social workers? 
Environmental issues – Dog fouling occurs on the street, install cameras to catch the offenders. Fly tipping happens when 
someone dumps unwanted items on the street. This can be done by anyone not necessarily by someone local. If the council 
did not charge for removing large items such as mattresses & fridge-freezer’s then these would not be dumped. Your own 
teams have admitted this issue has got much worse since the free collections were removed. This is the actions of the council 
implementing a set of counter- productive cuts of service. Landlords cannot control the external actions of tenants or non- 
residents. Post some cameras in the area. The Harehills team said at a recent meeting that this had decreased since they 
began an aggressive policy to reduce this. 
High level of crime & ASB – Harehills & Beeston contain large sections of Council tenants. In Harehills the Council is the largest 
single landlord. Many of the tenants evicted from the PRS become council tenants. So it’s highly likely that many of these 
issues are created by your own tenants. There are no figures provided by the council to disprove this. There is no evidence 
provided to say that the areas marked for Selective Licensing are the cause of this. 
 
There is no evidence to show that this is not committed by people from outside of these areas. Landlords cannot patrol the 
streets or prevent criminals breaking in or tenants committing offences elsewhere. The police will not confirm these details 
to landlords due to the Data Protection Act. So how does Selective Licensing help resolve this? 
 
Poor perception of landlords – what on earth does this mean? Poor perception on what grounds? The excuse for 
implementing Selective Licensing implies that landlords are bad. Perhaps you should speak to some of your councillors as 
they & their families own many properties in these areas. Does this mean Councillors are slum landlords? You have provided 
no definition of this except to make it easy to mark down a landlord. 
 
If you live in Beeston or Harehills, have you experienced any of the problems listed in the question above? 
Yes 
No 
Not applicable 
If yes, please tell us in the space below 
No time period provided – how long are you referring to months, years? 
 
Have you ever been the victim of or witnessed anti-social behaviour in Beeston or Harehills? 
 
Yes No Don't Know 
Beeston 
Harehills 
 
No time period provided. Which part of Harehills/Beeston is this referring to? 
No reference to the fact that this may be committed by people from outside of the area. 
No reference to the definition of anti-social behaviour. 
 
If yes, was the anti-social behaviour caused by tenants of private rented properties in the area? 
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
Not Applicable (not witnessed or been victim of anti-social behaviour in these areas) 
 
No reference to the fact that this may be committed by people from outside of the area. 
No reference to the definition of anti-social behaviour. 
 
Have you been the victim of or witnessed poor conditions in private rented houses in Beeston or Harehills? 
 
Yes No 
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Beeston 
Harehills 
 
No definition of poor conditions or comparison to a property that could be classed as in good condition. This is highly 
subjective. 
No reference to the particular section of each area – does this refer to the whole of each are or the proposed selective 
licensed sections? 
 
The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the responsibilities of Landlords and Managing Agents. Please tell 
us how much you agree or disagree with each statement (please tick one box per row) 
 
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree or Disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
Landlord and agents should be responsible for maintaining their properties in a safe condition 
Landlords and agents should be responsible for maintaining the outside of their properties in a good condition 
Landlords and agents should be responsible for taking action against tenants who cause a nuisance or anti-social behaviour 
 
No definition of safe – what level of safety does this refer to? What is the safety aspect applied to? Smoke Alarms, Gas & 
Electrical certificates are already mandatory. 
What is the definition of being responsible to the outside of the building? Does this mean the garden or the building 
structure? Standard AST’s already cover this & tenants know this prior to moving in. 
 
If you are a private sector tenant, is your home to a good standard? 
Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
 
What is a good standard? 
Totally subjective question. 
No comparisons or definition provided? 
 
If you are a private sector tenant, in your experience, do all landlords take action against tenants who cause a nuisance or 
anti-social behaviour? 
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
 
Misleading question by asking if ALL landlords take action. 
No reference to any time period when a landlord is expected to act. 
A section 21 can take several months to enforce. An outside observer will have no idea that any action is going on as this will 
be completed remotely. The landlord may be totally unaware of any tenant misbehaviour. 
No definition of nuisance/anti-social behaviour – Eg children playing loudly can be a nuisance to some but not others – highly 
subjective question. This should only be counted if the police have cautioned a tenant. 
No reference to any area 
No reference to any timescales – are we talking about over the last 10 years? 
No reference to whether this is in the immediate neighbourhood/street. 
 
Do you agree with the two areas proposed for Selective Licensing? 
Yes No Don't Know 
Beeston 
Harehills 
 
Not enough details provided to anyone to be able to fairly respond. Mark Ireland’s report states that the problem is only in a 
very limited number of streets. So why not state this. 
No comparison given to other parts of these areas. 
The St Wilfrid’s in Harehills are far worse all round compared to most of Harehills. These haven’t been included but some 
respondents will assume this. 
 
If Selective Licensing was to go ahead, there is the possibility that some private sector landlords operating in Beeston and 
Harehills would look to increase rent levels. Would you support Selective Licensing if it meant your rent may increase? 
Yes 
No 
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No reference to the fact that evictions may also occur or properties will be sold as the economics of renting are no longer 
feasible. Downplaying of the effects. Very soft language used to lower the likely effect. 
How many landlords have been spoken to that have said they won’t raise the rent? 
 
If yes, please indicate how much you would be prepared to pay extra per week: 1. £1 - £2 
2.    £3 - £5 
3.    £5 plus 
 
No justification given for these values. 
Landlords will be charged in one lump sum of £825 & have given no inclination than to pass this on in full in one go. Will the 
council offer the landlords the sameoptions? 
This implies that the landlords will subsidise the tenants over 5 years 
The Council has no legal control on how this will be charged & therefore is misleading the public by implying they will be 
offered these ultra low figures. 
 
Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and 
Harehills? 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree or Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below 
 
Is there anything else that you would like to say? 
No 
Yes (please use the space below) 

 
Landlords questions 
 
Are you responding as: 
A private landlord who owns and rents out a house in Leeds 
A letting agent/managing agent operating in Leeds 
A private landlord/letting agent/managing agent operating outside of Leeds 
Other (please state in the space below) 
 
If you are a private landlord, where do you live? (please tick one boxonly) 
Beeston 
Harehills 
Elsewhere in Leeds 
Outside of Leeds 
Please tell us your FULL home postcode, e.g. LS1 1UR 
 
If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, please tell us how many properties you currently own or 
manage in Leeds? 
1.   0 
2.   1 
3. 2 - 10 
4. 11 - 50 
5. 51 - 100 
More than 100 
 
If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, please tell us if you own or manage homes in the following parts 
of Leeds? 
 

1. Beeston Yes No 
2. Harehills Yes No 

 
If you own or manage homes in Beeston, please tell us how long you have been a landlord or agent in Beeston: 
0 - 12 months 
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1 - 2 years 
3 - 4 years 
5 - 9 years 
10 years plus 
 
If you own or manage homes in Harehills, please tell us how long you have been a landlord or agent in Harehills: 
0 - 12 months 
1 - 2 years 
3 - 4 years 
5 - 9 years 
10 years plus 
 
If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, are you a member of any of the following (please tick all that 
apply) 
 
The Leeds Rental Standard 
Residential Landlords Association (RLA) 
National Landlords Association (NLA) 
Unipol 
Other accreditation scheme (please specify in the space below) 
 
If you are a private landlord, letting agent or managing agent, do you ask for references from prospective tenants? 
Yes 
No 
 
Looking beyond any properties that you may own or manage in Beeston and/or Harehills, which of the following do you feel 
are a big problem in the area proposed for Selective Licensing ? (In each column, please tick all that apply) 
 
Beeston Harehills 
Poor housing conditions 
Empty homes 
A high turnover of tenants (tenants not staying long) 
A high level of unemployment 
Tenants not being able to pay the rent 
Problems accessing services (GPs, schools etc) 
Environmental issues, e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping, graffiti etc 
A high level of crime and ASB 
A poor perception of private landlords 
Don't know / no knowledge 
 
Poor Housing conditions - No definition given, what is this in reference to? Totally subjective as it stands. 
Empty homes – No timescale given. What time period is this for, 1 week, 1 month, 6 months, 1 year? Properties can be empty 
for a variety of reasons. Arranging a repair can take several weeks starting with finding an available tradesman to completing 
the repair. 
 
Turnover of tenants – No reference given to whether this is due to a landlord asking the tenant to vacate, end of tenancy 
vacation, tenant absconding leaving unpaid debts etc 
High level of unemployment – how are landlords expected to be able to affect this? How are landlords expected to know 
this? No reference data has been supplied to show this is the case. 
 
Tenants unable to pay rent – No reference given for the reason why? This could be a deliberate action by the tenant or 
benefit payment delays or loss of employment. When the full cost of Selective Licensing is passed onto the tenant then this 
will simply become far worse. 
 
Problems accessing services – How will landlords be able to make any impact on this? This is a council issue. 
 
Environmental issues – This generally occurs on the street or by others. Unless the police inform the landlords we have no 
way of knowing this or reacting to it. Fly tipping is an issue made worse by the council not collecting large items free of charge 
or expecting a household of several people to manage with a single black wheelie bin. 
 
High level of crime and ASB – This is not backed up by the IMD figures available online. Other areas of Leeds are as bad if not 
worse. What is meant by a high level? If there are more people in this area then it is no surprise it is likely to be higher. How 
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is this affected by charging the landlord £825? Should landlords join the police force? 
 
Poor perception of landlords – this is more likely due to the public complaining by councils and blinkered views of certain so 
called charities like Shelter. Shelter do not rent out any properties & have this view that all tenants are good & all landlords 
are bad. Charging a landlord £825 & then implying that they will be able to absorb the cost gives further credence to the view 
that landlords are cash rich. When was the last time a single piece of legislation was passed that made the operation of being 
a landlord easier? 
 
If you own or manage homes in Beeston and/or Harehills, have you encountered any of the following issues with your 
property in the last 12 months? (please tick all that apply) 
 
Difficulty finding new tenants 
Difficulty obtaining references for new tenants 
Tenants in rent arrears 
Problems evicting tenants 
Problems in a neighbouring property affecting your property/your tenants 
Your tenants causing anti-social behaviour 
Your tenants not looking after your property, including external areas 
Your tenants suffering from poor physical and/or mental health 
Problems with waste, e.g. tenants not using the bins, fly tipping on your land 
 
2) Difficulty obtaining references – if the local population is mostly from the lower level of the social economic scale then it’s 
not hard to see that they are most unlikely to have references of any sort. Additionally very few landlords are requested to 
provide these or want to give them in case there is a legal comeback. It simply adds to the administration costs. We all know 
references are often not worth the paper they are written on & so they are not asked for. 
 
Do you agree with the two areas proposed for Selective Licensing? 
 
Yes No Don't Know 
Beeston 
Harehills 
 
The following statements seek to gauge your opinion as to the effect Selective Licensing may have on the issues listed (please 
tick one box per row) 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree    Neither Agree or Disagree   Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
Selective Licensing will help improve the environment in Beeston and Harehills 
Selective Licensing will help reduce antisocial behaviour in Beeston and Harehills 
Selective Licensing will improve the quality of accommodation for tenants in Beeston and Harehills 
Selective Licensing will allow the Council to tackle poor landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
Selective Licensing will help good landlords operating in Beeston and Harehills 
Please provide comments to explain your response 
 
To what extent do you agree with the proposed fee structure for Selective Licensing of £825 per property, with a discount of 
£150 for members of the Leeds Rental Standard? 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree or Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below 
To what extent do you agree with the proposed conditions for Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and Harehills? 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree or Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below 
Overall, how much do you agree or disagree with our proposal to introduce Selective Licensing in parts of Beeston and 
Harehills? 
Strongly Agree 
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Agree 
Neither Agree or Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Please provide comments to explain your response in the space below 
Is there anything else you would like to say? 
If so please use the space below. 
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Correspondence from a landlord responding on behalf of the Say No campaign group 
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WRITTEN FEEDBACK RECEIVED IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSAL FOR  

SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON 
 

Correspondence from Beeston Neighbourhood Forum 
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Correspondence from the Leeds Strategic Migration Board 
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Correspondence from the Inner South Housing Advisory Panel 
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Correspondence from the National Landlords Association 
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Correspondence from Unipol  
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Correspondence from the Voice of Involved Tenants Across Leeds 
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Comments from staff at Dewsbury Road Community Hub, Beeston in relation to deprivation 

indicators and the work carried out by the centre  

 

 the employment status of adults;  

1. Many households in this area are in paid work, either zero-hour contracts, part time or, rare, 

full time work. Many working households are paid at minimum wage. Where there are two 

parents in the household, one is working full time while other tends to the children. 

2. Some tenants have no habitual residency (those from inside the EU) and have to work a 

specific amount of hours to begin qualifying for welfare benefits and the landlords are 

committing them to lengthy tenancies 

3. Some tenants have no recourse to public funds (those from outside the EU) and need to 

apply for asylum/refugee status or immigration. They are not permitted to work in the UK or 

allowed to receive benefits unless permitted to by the Home Office and landlords are 

committing them to lengthy tenancies. 

 

 the average income of households;  

1. Many household are in receipt of DWP benefits, therefore in receipt of the maximum 

allowed Local Housing Allowance. 

2. Poverty is a very significant factor impacting on the quality of life of people living in the 

area.  Many present themselves at Dewsbury Road Community Hub because they are in a 

financial crisis which means they have no means to heat their house and/or buy food.  In 

terms of food poverty over the last year, 01/02/2018 to 31/01/2019, we issued food 

vouchers to 119 people totalling £2860 plus an additional 312 Trussell Trust food vouchers.  

3. The Hub also provides a Holiday Hunger scheme to support families affected the most by 

poverty whereby children receive a free hot dinner over 3 days each week during a school 

holiday 

4. Another supportive measure is to provide access to events at the Hub that are free of charge 

such as Cinema Night, Lego Club, exercise, free bike hire.  

5. Even with families that are working, many households in this area are in receipt of Local 

Housing Allowance. 

6. Where households receive DWP benefits, many have little or any spare money, due to high 

living costs. 

7. Where universal credit is claimed for the first time, DWP don’t pay the first week of 

household costs, therefore impacting on customers’ finances. 

8. Landlords refusing tenancies for UC claimants or bringing tenancies to an end where 

customers either transition to UC or have a change of their circumstances meaning they 

have to claim it. 

9. Landlords threatening to recharge customers the cost of licence back to customers. LHA or 

DHP will not pay this, particularly where the property rent is already charged at the 

maximum LHA rate. 

10. Landlords not providing tenants with meter top-up cards where the tenancy is in arrears, 

LHA has been suspended or where a DWP benefit has been claimed. 

 

 the health of households;  

1. Many people are classified vulnerable through mental health problems or through drugs and  

alcohol misuse. 
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2. Some properties are damp and/or suffer from mould and are left untreated. This can have 

an effect on lung function for small children and the elderly. We see many customers with 

doctors’ letters requesting housing assistance for damp/mould. 

3. The general disrepair of properties—leaking roofs, broken doors and windows, gas leaks, 

broken down boilers—which usually go unresolved, meaning the tenant has to contact the 

appropriate council body, have the effect of putting families under stress. 

4. Increased stress, or exacerbation of mental health problems from landlords threatening 

eviction or issuing Section 21’s where tenants report disrepair to LCC.  

5. Increased stress, or exacerbation of mental health issues from having to find alternative 

accommodation, sometimes at very short notice. 

6. Carbon monoxide related issues due to poor quality boilers and/or no annual gas checks 

being carried out.  

 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services for households;  

1. Dewsbury Road Community Hub – ad-hoc courses such as digital literacy, ESOL, basic maths 

2. Leeds City College, Burton Road 

3. The Vales Circles, Tunstall Road 

 

 housing conditions; staff receive daily reports from customers regarding the following: 

1. Gas certificates not in evidence before a tenancy commences. 

2. General disrepair of the property, usually around damp/mould, broken down boilers, broken 

doors and windows, leaking or damaged roofs, general plumbing leaks in the property, 

flooded cellars, gaping holes in the plasterwork, exposed wiring. 

3. General poor standard of property with either promise of repair or an outright refusal. 

4. No annual gas checks being carried out. 

5. Where gas checks are being carried out, reports of no gas safe engineer used or landlords 

performing this check themselves. 

6. Landlords refusing a repair because the tenant(s) are either in arrears, LHA has been 

suspended or where LHA is not directly payable to the landlord. 

7. Not being able to contact or reach the landlord when repairs need to be carried out or 

reported. 

8. Illegal eviction where customers refuse to pay the rent because repairs are not being carried 

out or are refused.  

9. Landlords refusing to repay bonds/deposits at the end of tenancies, in some cases blaming 

the tenants for damages that have not been repaired 

 

 the physical environment;  

1. The area proposed for this selective licensing is one of the most deprived areas in the UK. 

2. Largely back-to-back properties, HIMO’s. 

 

 levels of crime.  

1. The area is blighted by alcohol and drugs misuse 
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Comments from staff at Dewsbury Road Community Hub, Beeston concerning regular issues 

they deal with in relation to private tenants / landlords  

 Customers inform me that they’ve returned to their rented property to find the belongings boxed 

up outside properties waiting for them without any notice been served.  

 Customers been put into unfit for rent properties riddled with damp and mould, exposed wires, 

holes in walls, cracked windows etc.  

 LL’s not giving bonds back without good reason or no reason at all. 

 LL’s blackmailing customers by refusing to give them top up cards or forcing them to use only ones 

the LL’s have. Illegally wired up private rented properties, tapped into surrounding properties or 

lamppost on occasion. LL’s informing tenants rents have increased without customers been given 

new tenancies.   

 LL’s acting very inappropriately with sole female tenants, sleep with me and I won’t charge you 

rent this month kind of thing 

 LL’s evicting tenants in receipt of UC 

 Probably one of the most frequent examples we have had and still get here at Dewsbury Road is 

customers coming into the Hub requesting confirmation of benefits before they have even applied 

for any ,as a LL wants to know if they’re going to get the rent paid for before signing up tenants.  

Tenants begging for benefit confirmation saying if the LL does not get confirmation they cannot get 

the property or their bond back! 

 

Statements and general experiences from the health visitors that work in the Beeston area  

The following has been provided by the Clinical Team Manager; 

Lots of situations: one family from Portugal live with paternal family in a 'rented' property with no 

tenancy agreement, no proof of address therefore to claim benefits or apply for jobs, nursery places 

and complete application for social housing as all require proof of address which leaves the family 

very vulnerable. This is obviously a landlord illegally subletting a property, often with no gas supply 

or access to payment meters so there is no lighting or heating. The mum dad and two children share 

a mattress on the living room floor, mum is pregnant with their third child.   

Another family awaiting eviction as they have fallen behind with rent since the death of maternal 

grandfather and the mum and baby have no recourse to public funds, other members of the 

extended family are still in education and there is no eligibility for housing despite contacting every 

agency in our area.  

Lots of families in houses of multiple occupation having to share facilities with little or no privacy 

trying to raise children in often non safe environments   

Lots of families in 'studio' flats in terraced town houses with top floor accommodation up three very 

narrow flights of stairs having to leave the pushchair at the bottom floor/ outside often due to space 

limitations  

Overwhelming amount of families living in damp, mouldy properties which are very cold so people 

are reluctant to open windows to vent adequately  

I have found the most frustrating thing about housing is the lack of support when a need is 

identified. I am working with a young Mum who is living in a small 3rd floor flat with no lift access. 

She has a 2 year old and a newborn baby. She lacks social support and has no family to support her. 
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She is quite a chaotic person and is de motivated. I have spent time trying to engage her and help 

her to identify her needs. She consented to a referral to engage Leeds but this has been declined. 

They have sent recommendations for her to register with housing associations.  This will result in me 

having to spend more time supporting her to access these services. 

Damp is a widespread problem in the catchment area, causing health problems and damage to 

personal possessions. Many landlords either tell tenants that damp is to be expected as it's an old 

property or blame tenants for not using their central heating all day to attempt to dry it out.  

Basics facilities such as hot water and heating are often not maintained by landlords. Landlords often 

ignore requests for repairs or botch the repair.  

Vulnerable families who manage to find a landlord who does not require a bond often end up stuck 

and unable to leave very poor quality homes as they do not have the funds to pay the bond 

elsewhere. Landlords are aware of this vulnerability and that families often feel they have no choice 

but to accept the property in whatever state it is in.   

The Rogue Landlord team provided by the council has been helpful in tackling some unscrupulous 

individuals. Many families, however, refuse this service when it is offered as they are afraid of 

potential repercussions from the landlord i.e. that their bond will not be returned or if they haven't 

paid a bond, that they will have nowhere else to go.  

 One family I visited lived in the basement. The landlord owned the house and had converted the 

basement. A woman, who was pregnant and her child aged 3 lived in it. Her brother had found the 

house online and had not realised the condition. We find this a lot, people may look online and do 

not view the house and when they arrive they are met with the worse conditions. This woman did 

not have any tenancy agreement. This was probably one of the worse living conditions I have ever 

seen. It had really low ceilings, wires hung down all over, damp, 2 really small windows and 

therefore as one entrance/ exit no fire exit. I actually woke in the middle of the night worried that 

this woman would not get out if there was a fire. You entered the basement straight into the 

makeshift kitchen.  

 

Statement from staff working at The Vale Circles, Beeston 

We spoke with staff from The Vale Circles which is a Mental Health Recovery Hub for Adults with 

mental health issues located on Tunstall Road in Beeston.  

Staff advised the centre suffers from ongoing problems with ASB from local youths who gather 

outside when the centre is open and smoke cannabis, its intimidating to staff and service users. Bins 

have been set on fire outside the centre causing damage to the building and fencing which they have 

little money to replace. 

The doorway to the centre is regularly used by IV drug users and occasionally rough sleepers to 

shelter from the elements. 

Staff no longer open / lockup the centre on their own due to these issues. 

A number of service users have reported problems with the landlords not looking after their 

properties but are unwilling for staff to follow this up due to fear of reprisals and are left to put up 

with substandard accommodation. They believed a licensing scheme would be a benefit for service 
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users living in the area and if other agencies commit resources it may help to tackle the problems 

associated with ASB and drug use in the area.  

 

Statement of a Support Worker at Touchstone  

I have spoken to around 10 people in Holbeck and Beeston about selective licensing, 8 private 

tenants and 2 landlords. The tenants on the whole felt that if the idea encouraged private landlords 

to maintain safe and decent properties then that was a good thing, one tenant living in a privately 

run set of flats said he felt extra costs would be passed on to tenants. The two landlords were 

wanting reassurances that the fee would lead to agreed number of inspections and one said that he 

felt that good landlords were being punished for the actions of substandard landlords. They both 

said they may have to pass on extra costs to tenants. One asked the question “isn’t this a poor 

substitute for proper systems of enforcement of standards when council housing inspectors detect a 

problem with a property’. 

From my perspective as a support worker in Beeston and Holbeck, the inspections conducted by the 

private rental team in Holbeck has to led to some vulnerable or isolated clients expressing a need 

that we have been able to meet and has put some socially isolated individuals in touch with a range 

of services. We know that similar clients exist in the proposed area for inspections in Beeston – so 

additional inspections may allow similarly isolated people to get help. 
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COMMENTS EXTRACTED FROM LEEDS CITY COUNCIL’S  

CORPORATE FACEBOOK ACCOUNT IN RELATION TO THE SOCIAL  

MEDIA CONSULTATION 

Did you know that some landlords charge £100 just to view the property that's none refundable. And 
they can do it as much as they want before they accept someone and just make money knowing that 
they won't be giving them the opportunity anyway.  IT'S a scam and it's disgusting that they can do 
this. My friend went to view a property in ls9 and this happened. 

It should be rolled out up and down the country tbh 

Why would anybody agree to view on that basis? Just say no & walk away it’s a clear sign the 
Landlord is not going to provide decent accommodation. 

most of harehills and beeston needs knocking down and rebuilding 

Great solution 👍� You muppet! 

As a landlord i totally agree. Think standards should be set to keep everyone safe. 

Looking at the propsed are for Beeston, it only covers the area below the park. There are lots of 
rented houses above the park that need looking into where the landlords don't  care about the state 
of the property outside... dont like to think what inside is like.  We are beong left out yet again 

I am below the park and whilst the problem with slum landlordism is much worse down here, it's a 
blight on all of Beeston (and for that matter the whole city). Maybe they're just targeting the 
hotspots to begin with, and will roll it out everywhere later on as they did with HMOs. Can't come 
soon enough imho. 

No. They're great old houses that if they were in Headingley or Chapel A would be worth a fortune. 
We need to rebuild it as a vibrant multicultural working class community rather than a dumping 
ground for folk with multiple social problems and the slum landlords, drug dealers, loan sharks etc 
that prey on them. This is a positive step. 

Bring it on. Irresponsible landlordism is blighting Beeston Hill and most of the other older areas of 
the city too. Landlords make a fortune from buying cheap houses, patching them up, filling them with 
cheap secondhand furniture then renting them to eople who don't care about the area, the house, 
their neighbours or often themselves. Maybe it will discourage a few of them and in doing so free up 
houses for first time buyers and families. As others have said, it needs to be citywide really but this is 
a good start. 

Expand the scheme to a wider area. 

XXX. It may not be much help to you but if it pans out in the future it can't be a bad thing. Something 
like this should have been out in place years ago, across the whole of the UK not just a pilot scheme 

I need to be there to ask all the questions needed about this scheme. BUT am on both sides. Mainly 
the tenant, but benefits need to get sorted out. Tenants and landlords are left in debt ALL the time. 
So sort the benefit system too LCC. 

My nephew had to pay to view his property LS11 

XXX 

Disgusting. 

XXX most of Britain is the same . 

XXX another thing to talk about! 

And the cost ? 

Id never pay to view a property, they shouldn't be allowed to charge people 

This will be the problem, if the landlord is charged for it you can be damned sure they will pass that 
cost onto the tenant! 

I live in a part of beeston this mentions and as much as we have our problems it is nothing compared 
to the antisocial behaviour and crime in holbeck - so why aren't they having this too? :/ 

XXX they didn't bother looking tbh. 
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But I was just wondering now, can't the Leeds City Council do anything about this with robbing 
landlords?? 

😂 😂 😂 I've just seen the odds and evens for my street and all I can say is 😂 😂 😂 😂 pmsl. 

I think � this is the karma train coming for a few landlords on here 😂 😂 😂 xxx 

Have you ever rented a property? Perhaps if you did you may have a different view. New furniture 
stolen, carpets & doors wrecked, all sorts of rubbish dumped after the tenant has left, unpaid rent, 
fiddled meters. Ultimately you have a choice if it's not to your liking find another place. If you read 
the council details carefully you will realise not one single penny of the £825 will go to the area / 
property in question. It all goes to admin. So where will this new tax be recovered from - yep the 
tenant. This will be added to everyone's next tenancy agreement & will be required to be paid in 1 go 
as that is how the council will charge this. These 2 areas have the cheapest rents in Leeds. It's no 
different from paying to stay in a 1star / 5 star hotel. 

nice idea - where will this money come from? 

what will that achieve - everyone paying £825 extra. Most places already meet the required legal 
standards so who will it help? 

XXX Many of these tenants are placed there by the council because they have got rid of their own 
housing stock. You refer to slum landlords as a sweeping statement but ignore the fact this can also 
be said of some tenants. When you have experienced the after effects of a bad tenant you would not 
be saying what you do. Most of the houses in the scheme boundary are the back to back houses - so 
even if they were in another area they would still be the cheapest form of housing. Ultimately if you 
raise the cost of the property then you raise the rent. How many can afford a hike in their rent. This 
is what will happen as the cost will be passed on. 

In effect they are trying to label these areas as slums & trying to blame the landlords. Whilst there 
are some bad landlords there are also some bad tenants. That is how life is. Not 1 penny will be spent 
by the council. It must all go to admin by law. Ultimately it will be the poorest tenants who will suffer 
the most with increased rents as the cost just gets passed down. 

https://www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk/    Read here to get an alternative view. £825 charged by the 
council to cover admin only. Can you pay this when you renew your tenancy? This will be payable at 
the start / renewal of your tenancy in these areas. 

YES 

Government and councils always treat landlords as the bad guys. How about some laws and support 
to deal with bad tenants too? 

YES 

Why pick certain areas?? Seems a bit prejudice to me. Money making too....disgusting. 

Morley need to as well 

Tenants have bugger all rights against bad landlords. Bad landlords have the entire legal system on 
their side. 

Will this be a trial to be extended to the rest of the city if successful? 

We needs better laws to protect both sides of the agreement . 

How about doing it for the whole of leeds? 

Completely disagree with selective licensing proposal. Why only choose lower Beeston and not upper 
Beeston and Harehills and not Hyde Park with a huge student population. Seems to be targeting BME 
populations. Use existing HMO licensing powers to deal with issues. 
Its just another way to make money with a skyrocket £825 fee. Yes £825 fee. 

XXX worth reading 

Scarborough are targetting areas too. Mostly the dense populated areas of student and shared 
housing. Instead of dealing with the poor housing and landlords on an individual basis they blanket 
selective licensing on everyone. £550 each property. Trialled North bay last year and now its 
consulting across two more areas. It's another local tax on landlords. Should drive up standards and 
quality but at a cost to everyone including tenants. 
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They arent stupid, it'll come in phases. Scarborough trialled across North bay now consulting on two 
more areas. Always dense populated  and  multi ocupancy areas with higher unemployment and 
deprivation. Supposed to drive up standards but its a catch all, instead of handling the poor landlords 
who've been poor for years they target all. How will they measure improvments i wonder?? 

Obviously never tried removing a poor tenant then Derek Rimmer. I know people who've lost five 
figure sums over one poor individual tenant. Thats way more than the profits from any rents. 
Landlords have more and more legislation, regulation and costs tondeal with. They are making it 
harder to build succesful businesses and selective licensing just adds another layer. Wouldn't mind if 
they could measure the success properly but how do you do it. Whats their baseline? 

XXX That’s what the media will tell you... A tenant can just up and leave, it’s almost impossible to 
remove a tenant who isn’t paying or is smashing up your place. Like I said, the media, government 
and councils all love the “landlord is evil” story line, oh, the tax man hates landlords too. 

Should do it everywhere not just certain areas 

Fantastic stop landlords taking advantage of vulnerable people charging silly rents and not carrying 
out repairs to a decent standard . I would imagine that the areas chosen are due to them been run 
down nothing to do with religion. I’m sure this will then be looked at for other areas also . Have to 
start somewhere x 

One thing people seem to have forgotten, there are plenty of laws in place already, the councils job is 
to enforce them. This licence isn’t a new law or rights for tenants, it’s just another tax. Any revenue 
will likely end up in the huge reserves that the council is building, rather than spent helping people 
like they promised to do. 

Great idea if it introduces a professional attitude on the part of landlords who have to understand 
that they are serving a social need and not just looking to show a profit every year, extended 
tenancies should be part of the deal too. 

What a load of crap!! I run student accommodation and we have been targeted for years and it 
hasn’t solved that problem with rouge landlords? I could go on and start naming them but you 

already know who they are and won’t do anything about it!!😡😡😡 it’s always the race card that 
comes into play, I’m sorry but one rule for one means one rule for all!!! Get your house in order 
before trying to make tenants feel good about themselves? 

*rogue. 

The council should buy them back all landlords are crooks 

Just another money making scheme from the council. In principal good idea to improve housing 
quality landlords and tenants should be checked but let’s be realistic it won’t go wide spread and will 
be at best four people sat in an office collecting another form of tax to cover Leeds council wastage. 

They are filled by migrants so who gives a shit  all on fiddle 

It could be one of your relatives living in rented accommodation in the future , as younger people 
can't buy these days , so they all need decent housing . 

This is a good idea , as many landlords do'nt look after their houses , doesn't matter who the tenant 
is , or where they are from , they all need decent accommodation . 

XXX do your homework before writing total bollock. 

Next introduce rent caps 

XXX due to 10 million immigrants taking all the available housing stock 

Another Leeds council project. They must have a room where they think about nothing as they have 
already stretched the number brains with other I'll thought ideology. Get a grip of at least one 
project from concept to completion. 

More red tape, more expense, more persecution of landlords Why not go whole hog and ban private 
renting as you assume all landlords are evil parasites? 

£815 per property per year payable by the landlord,, do the fuckwits in labour run lcc think that the 
landlord wont pass that cost on to the tenants??? fucking doylems 

Why doesn't the council take a position across the city that all landlords must ensure the houses they 
rent out meet minimum standards for safety, hygiene, and health. If there was a star rating system as 
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there is for shops and restaurants, it could be possible to introduce sanctions like limiting the amount 
of rent that can be charged on properties of specific star ratings. That would mean landlords had an 
incentive to keep their properties in good repair and the council would have a structure to penalise 
those who are ripping tenants off. 

XXX my kids have no chance with migrants they get preference 

Disgusting Council just look at the areas crossgates going same way . 

Slums that's what it like and landlords getting the rent 

Council might want to take a lead out of its own book and get its on houses in order first.. as well 

The idea is long overdue! Landlords shoul be made responsible for the mess tenants make! 

dont compare crossgates to  harehills XXX its nothing like it 

Yeah 

its getting like it l live in crossgates and l love it but seeing all shops closing down there must be more 
hairdresses and barbers then anywhere else . 

And why people who have traded there years the council wants more rent off them and they carnt 
afford its a disgrace but yet all these new little stores coffee bars take aways they can afford shoving 
us out a shame . 

Wonder how they can afford to pay rates when lots of people couldn't and had to give there shops 
up strange don't know what's happening well lve a idear there's a handbag shop Harehills lane 300 
pounds and more for a handbag yes never seen a person go in it what's happening can somebody 
tells us.shops on Harehills lane we have to walk on the road as they shop takes all the path up only 
about 15 fruit and veg shops it's a joke 

too little too late 

There are enough rules and regs already in existence. If no one applies them or does anything about 
them we sure as hell don’t need more. They will be costly in consultation and management fees, cost 
the landlord and all this cost will be transferred to you and me in council tax. Leeds city council are 
renowned for coming up with a camel when what we needed was a horse. �  

Leeds City Council couldn't organise a XXX in a brewery. 

Never trust the council or government just a bunch of overpaid snakes seeking more money from the 
working class set of vultures 

Just another tax for lcc to rake in, there are enough power's already to deal with problem landlord's. 

Everyone will lose out, landlord's dumping property's on the market driving down prices. 

100% of liverpoool is now licensed. I have one property there, it costs £400 for 5 years (per 
property). Couple that with the fact the tax man now also hates us, having a buy to let isn't the 
investment it once was. 

Should start with rent caps then the licence. 

Yes, HULL council have doing it already XXX 

This was tried in Cross Green & failed. They couldn't even target the area that needed it the most. In 
addition, they funded the project to help make it look as though it had succedded. So now they are 
trying to mug landlords with a tax that they already have the laws & powers to deal with. £825 will all 
go towards admin & new officers. Nothing is to be offered to help improve the area. They are naive if 
they expect the landlords to fund this. This will become a TENANT TAX. Ultimately the council will be 
responsible for the tenants paying at least £825 more because rents will rise. In reality, this will end 
up costing closer to £1000. Some people mistakenly believe that landlords earn a fortune. We don't. 
These are long-term investments. We also spend a lot of money repairing properties trashed by 
outgoing tenants & trying to recover unpaid rent because a tenant has left without paying the last 2 
or 3 months rent. If a tenant is unhappy with a place they can easily look elsewhere. I think that's 
known as freedom of choice. The council uses our properties to get itself out of trouble due to its 
lack of social housing. Landlords are not social policemen as the council is trying to make this into. If 
you want to resolve social problems, bring back on the beat police, collect the refuse more often & 
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help tenants remove unwanted items rather than increasing fees in the waste disposal sites & 
moving them further away. Do your job! 

Fantastic idea guys...help quash the rogue landlords!... 

However this was designed the outcome will simply be a massive extra charge of £825 to every 
property. This will have to be paid for by the tenants when they next renew their tenancy agreement. 
The council will not invest a single penny into the property or area with this TAX. Whatever the 
council tries to force onto the landlord will ultimately be paid for by the tenant. There are no free 
gifts The council is masking it's own withdrawal of services & lack of investment by targeting 
landlords. 

Damn ryt 

How about working to bring down the prices of rent for council & private property? 

Another way for the council to take in some money so that they can pay someone thousands to sit 
around and twiddle their mums. 

Lol, mums 

I would much prefer the Council to track down and prosecute rogue landlords.  It seems easier to 
chase those who try to do a good job and provide accommodation which is fair, safe and reasonable 
where people are more than happy to live. 

Great idea 

What the council need to be doing in regards to private rented property is working to bring prices 
down, and stop imposing their age restrictions on siblings sharing! 

👍👌 

OMG.  Is that even a quesion!!  Landlords should have to provide this stuff as standard.  Dodgy 
landlords are not going to pay this fee and landlords who are already doing the right thing shouldn't 
have to.  And why are you just considering 2 areas of Leeds?? 

So if this license is about 800+£ a year are the council then going to pay landlords roughly an extra 
80£ a month . If this comes in to force then surely the rent will go up . So if a private landlord is 
renting to council paid tennant surely the rent is going to go up . 

How much will it cost landlords and how much will that put up rents? Where is the proof it makes 
bad landlords better? 

Twiddling your mums illegal, though step mums are fair game on some websites 

Surely for this to work it can't be optional? It will create a two tier system with landlords opting in 
passing the cost on to tenants in the form of higher rents, and those who can't afford those rents 
living in cheaper, unlicensed accommodation without the safety checks. Be bolder, Leeds - the kind 
of checks you have cited in this post are basic standards of decency that landlords should be able to 
comply with, so why shouldn't this be mandatory? 

How about handing over properties that are fit to live in. After all private landlords on the whole do. 

This should be made compulsory for all landlords everywhere. 

Should be all landlords! 

agree get bad landlords in line but the costs will be put on to the tenant.  what protection for both 
landlords n tenants when there is issues or disagreements. apart from paper chasing what else will 
council b offering. good landlords undertake all these requirements already 

Why not apply and enforce the landlords and tenants act, all of this is covered. 

It already is a legal requirement to have gas safety checks 

Totally, they are trying to convince people when legislation is already there! 

That's the other question - what enforcement powers do the council already have and how 
effectively are they being used? 

The point is that it won't be optional. As stated on the website, if they are found to be renting 
properties out in those areas without a licence they can face a £30k fine. 

Legislation already covers this. The good landlords will not do anything differently other than pay for 
a licence per property (which is crazy in itself. You don't have two driving licences if you have two 
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cars) and then pass it on in increased rents. The rogue landlords will not comply with the new rules 
(there is a clue in the fact that they do not comply with the current rules). It will cost the council 
more to manage and enforce than they will get in income. End result: Council, at best, break even, 
landlords break even. Tenants lose out. Genius idea! 

But if it's only in selected parts of Beeston and Harehills then all that will do is shift the problems to 
the outskirts of those areas, which is where people who can't afford to rent licensed properties will 
be vulnerable to unsafe ones. That's the option that rogue landlords have and tenants don't. If this 
can't be implemented citywide then the people who can least afford it will still lose out, in my view. 

Laws already in place LCC, you don’t need a licence to enforce them. Maybe you should think on who 
will end up paying for this licence, the very tenants you claim you are protecting. 

XXX have a read of this! 

I thought they already had to have a gas certificate?  I know landlords I'm harehills that do these 
checks already 

Private landlords already have to prove that they have gas safe certificates, electrical certificates, use 
registed deposit schemes etc. Good landlords do much more. Let's look at all the substandard 
properties the the council expect people to live in. There will always be some shitty landlords that 
breach H&S legislation and all laws that already exist. Also while we are discussing this issue why 
don't we have a tenant blacklist for those people who destroy both council and private landlords 
property with impunity. 

And also the change in law the enables local authorities to keep all fines levied on the offenders and 
not central government as it used to be 

and maybe a blacklist for landlords who break the law too? 

Absolutely right. Or how about prosecuting and jailing landlords who put people's lives in danger? 

Thanks 

survey completed! 

XXX £825 for a licence!!!!! 

XXX i know - i tagged you last week in the survey.  i think they need to do something about the rogue 
landlord. like someone else pointed out they won’t comply and it’ll be the good landlords that suffer! 

😩 
It is already the law, enforce that instead of tickling a very sorry situation. Seen to be doing achieves 
nothing. 

These laws exist, what a waste of money. X 

Do you think that landlords, who rent out properties, to Eastern European Roma, will take the 
slightest bit of notice?  Of  course not.  The same applies to 'slum' landlords.  If you want to improve 
anti-social behaviour, just stop paying LHA to tenants, who are anti-social. 

Private landlords have to make a living; they have to pay mortgages, insurance & pay for repairs.  Do 
you want people to have no choice - for the private rented sector to be the preserve of slum 
landlords? 

What happened to the rent tribunals ? 

Tenants should have many rights including a gas certificate, a proper contract and the building 
should be painted every time a new tenant takes over , the bond should be put in a separate bank 
account where the tenants includes the interest on the bond when leaving , all faults should be 
written down on signing contracts and all faults with the building and there’s so much more !! 

XXX I want affordable housing for people who are working full time like me but still can’t move out. 

It is a surprise to me that their is no requirement at the moment. 

You should have been doing that anyway,& it's time you jumped on them to get their bloody gardens 
maintained, 

Yes 

supposed to have carbon monoxide alarms fitted by law now as well 
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The council have room to talk expecting private landlords to provide this you don't even provide 
smoke detectors  or carbon monoxide detectors in your properties so double standards I would say 

U are right. 

It already happens! We do have to prove safety measures etc, it’s the rogue landlords who Don’t 
bother, and there’s already a team who check  Up on properties to ensure they’re fit for habitation - 
this is following the govn announcement today of measures to try ensure decent properties to rent 
but decent landlords do this anyway! There needs to be tougher measures against the rogue ones, an 
outright permanent ban on renting out properties if found to be disregarding the law 

Experts in how to squeeze a few more quid out of this weeks victims. Why not make it compulsory 
for landlords to fit L.C.C parking meters on their drives. 

It should be for the whole of Leeds area not just selected areas. I worked on the Good Landlord pilot 
scheme for Burnley, Pendle and Hyndburn in 2003 to 2005. By not discriminating and labelling areas 
landlords and tenants were more willing to be onboard . 

Yes of course they should 

Some landlords dont even adhere to their tenancy agreements when it comes to dealing with 
nuisance tenants, why would they want to do this 

Does the Leeds city council go around all their properties every year giving these certificates out . No 
they don't 

There is many decent landlords,  with further restrictions you'll find a mass of house's for sale in a 
short period,  and since the council properties are full of newly arrived immigrants...  This will cause 
the biggest homeless problem Leeds have ever seen. 

Any landlord should have the certificates in place before they rent a property out. 

I have lived in my property 5 years with no certificate when we moved in  & has never done safety 
check in that time 

What!? They already have to do these things. Why does anyone have to pay a fee to make sure it's 
enforced? 

Instead of pushing landlords to try find loopholes etc why not support them to become better, 
charging landlords will not improve the standards they provide long term or the services they are 
obligated to (but not enforced). I know of tenants living without certificates for years or have no 
deposit certificate but leeds city council chooses to ignore this. Focus more on support and 
assistance to provide security & safety for both landlords and tenants. 

Another attempt by council to squeeze landlords, might as well give all rent money to them too. 

What a crappy idea. Only LCC would think an £825 fee/license will help landlords improve properties. 
Why not let empty properties not pay council tax, allow LL rubbish collection (of tenants junk) & deal 
with ASBO tenants to improve areas??? 

The might ‘have’ to do these things, but with some landlords it doesn’t mean that it is done, or 
corners cut. 

Definitely. I did the gas services for a Leeds Housing Association to make sure they were done 
annually.  It also highlights other problems. 

Just after money like always 

Selective licensing areas meaning labour areas, so let’s drive all the cheap landlords out huh. 
Socialism, bullet, head. 

Cheers D. 

I have a gas inspection every year 

A.v been in my private house 4 yr never add my boiler service and the pressure keeps going on e1 

My landlord don't even do repairs 

XXX So that type of landlord won't get the licence either! LCC can enforce the current laws without 
another piece of paper that the bad ones won't get. 

Do Leeds City Council provide the same for their properties. I think not 

Go to the website and read the full details . 
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Yes and basic standards just after the money 

XXX FYI 

Leeds city council are a set of robbing ..... 

joke- landlords are already having a hard time in harehills - one i know has2 properties and has not 
been paid any rent- the tennants move on taking with them the cenral heating radiators and 
pipework for scrap ??  houses in harehills are now worth 2 milk tokens !!! 

what ever happened to minimum letable standards? just another idea to make money and not 
addressing the real problem.All landlords would do is find away of charging the Tenants for this cost 
and keeping deposits 

it's XXX who commented back lol. He's got the phone with my Facebook logged in haha nosey 

N my landlords like my arse my boys have been in a damp bedroom for 4 years n all he did was 
plaster over the damp n now it's back to square one.. my boys r in an attic bedroom with no safety 
latches to stop the windows opening fully my bedroom the window doesn't even open. I can't even 
lock mi front door and my cellar door doesn't even have a lock on I have metal gates but only a key to 
open the front door.. my shower keeps leaking through the kitchen ceiling n he does nothing n says 
he wants to put my rent up 50 pound arse hole he is 

Good idea but may push the problems into other areas that don’t have the license if not rolled out to 
the whole area? 

I thought all landlords would have to have such a license. Or perhaps I live in commonsense land? 

and how much would this cost? after landd lord insurance and buildingg insurance  are we gonna be 
down a months rent now? 

Gas safe is already a requirement for all Landlords. Why should landlords be responsible for their 
tenents behavior.  If they have a tenency the landlord can't just throw them out. The figures LCC are 
quoting are like another 25 to 30% taxation on top of all the other costs. People will stop renting out 
property and then where will all the renters live? 

Yes they should but you know what I bet they increase the rent 

If the council bring this in - I imagine the council will have the ability to add things to it.  Like rent 
caps, maybe?  Once in place as a requirement, it would then go up each year... (justified by the 
'increasing costs' label)  Good landlords will comply - The bad landlords (who this is for) will continue 
to rent 'under the table'  I don't live in these areas but if agreed, it wont be long before other councils 
hop on. 

My daughter as experienced bad attitude from private landlord and she is paying &650 a month, and 
she is disabled , not tarnishing  all landlords because some r up there sorting things out, but some r 
disgusting 

just lost my house to a bad landlord incl £4000 loss of business by arguing with a letting agent about 
disrepair- Just to add i have had this occasion 3 times now in last 8 years and moved every 2/3 years  
- I now am living with my mum 1hr away from 2 children due to lack of space with either parent my 
son is in school and now a journey of 2/3 hrs per days is required. We need better housing and think 
this idea may work - I now hate private landlords quick to take the money and offer zero service in 
return - YOUR ALL RUNNING A GOD DAMN BUSINESS - WE ARE CUSTOMERS - i never missed a rental 
payment in any property despite waiting months to be refunded for repairs - some that electrical 
safety and gas / heating issues. Rant over ! 

dont be landlord if you cant look after your customers then ! 

this was done in the cross green / richmond hill area... cost the landlords thousands... had to pay for 
a licence to prove they had all of the above & more. and it was only for around 2 years.. then it 
stopped.. now landlords are back to renting inadequate hovels out & charging much more rent to 
recoup what they had to spend.... the licences are not cheap either... so, the winner is LCC the looser 
is the occupant.... 

No one should have to pay a fee to have a law enforced. We pay council tax, among various other 
taxes, and that's what they're for. 

Good landlords wouldn't mind. Bad landlords don't any it so they don't have to make tenants safe. 
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XXX of course good landlords do mind. Landlords are there to make money and it seems council 
wants a big slice of cake.  I myself as a landlord spend loads of money making my properties very nice 
and in return some tenants don’t pay rent or end up damaging your property. This costs us money. 
I can give many examples where the council or government favours tenants and landlords get 
screwed regardless. 

XXX ... ours comply fully on every element of x 

My Land Lord of nearly 13 years abides by every rule & necessity lawfully for our home ... others 

need to do the same 👍 
XXX who is saying people can't. There are some horrible ones but why charge those that are good 
just because they are within an area. Tarring all with same brush just isn't right. Just like car sales 
good and bad in all professions. 

Leeds city council are pushing there own tenants to other towns because they can accommodate 
them in there place of birth so I think that's the last thing they should be worried about , 

Leeds city council lol they are a shambles just like this government !!!!!!!! 

More ethnic cleansing of communities , more mosques , yes we asked for this , not!!!!! 

Think the point is Graham there's more bad landlords than good - This wasn't me who said these 
words all though i have to agree with my experiences - These are the words of 25 year working 
massive well known lettings agent - house inspector. 

3 months vists are invasive and i had them for 3 years and no i dont agree its for insurance purposes 
plus each time was confirmed "yes you are doing what you should" when i asked about some serious 
issues it fell on deaf ears and its all too common ! 

Totally unfair policy. Why should I have to pay extra just because other landlords nearby run their 
properties as slums? Why am I being penalised for doing a good job, just because others are 
wretches? How about clamping down on rogue landlord instead of a broad blanket punishment for 
all? Absolute money-making extortion racket from the Council. 

this only affects honest people declaring honest incomes..... how about u put your good intentions 
into chasing and prosecuting criminal rings, tax dodgers. and clean up streets you morons 

im not even a landlord and think this is a pathetic effort by the council. it will not affect the target 
they are aiming for.... eg they know people are living in dangerous flats etc but nothing they do will 
change this as its via cash in hand business that declare nothing so i highly doubt they will be 
applying for a license to be in the testing circle   absolute joke....  

do gooders again failing to see the reality of the criminals around them ��♂️ 
Licensing decision will be made as a business decision; ASB + Environmental Concerns are secondary. 
Eliminating issues outlined are not a priority. There is also no proof that private rented tenants in LS8 
& LS11 are the cause of ASB and fly tipping. No mention on how more stringent checks + shifting 
social responsibility for tenants from council to landlords will impact on vulnerable tenants. People 
with mental health or dependency issues would be adversely effected by licensing conditions. It will 
lower housing availability. The council have not resources to remedy this. More Inspections and 
being policed by landlords is both invasive and demeaning. Tenants have a right to enjoy their privacy 
as much as everyone else. All are valid concerns but are being brushed aside... 

Definitely. Long over due . 

Agree - it will just push rents up in these areas as landlords will want to recoup the money so tenants 
will be the losers here.  Better to focus on clamping down on the rogue landlords and leave the 
majority of law abiding landlords alone. 

but sadly LCC want to profit.... so rather than making the city great again, they are causing more 
work for LCC housing & more people on the streets.... which in effect plays right in to the slum 
landlords hands who dont even register with LCC as landlords.... this is the area LCC need to target, 
the unregistered landlords who have no rules to follow..... 

It's funny that there is no proof that ASB and fly tipping are linked to private tenants. There is also no 
guaranXXXs the council will spend money on ASB or fly tipping. So what's the point?  Ask them, the 
council, the housing officers and the councillors, ask what they have planned for ASB and flytipping-

Page 391



Appendix 12 

 

nothing! More costs for landlords will trickle through to their tenants. The only fact is LCC owes £38 
million year on year. It's not holding landlords to account (they can already do that ). It's just a con 
job...to rip off the most vulnerable in the poorest parts of Leeds. 

Council can already enforce quite easily, and have a rogue landlords unit in place... seems that £38m 
black hole in their finances is being plugged 

Already applies. Save for redecoration. Deposits saved in a separate scheme. Faults are listed on 
inventory. Its all common sense and practice 

The whole of Beeston needs to be included not just the part below the park. There are plenty of 
houses outside the proposed area that the landlords don't  care about, only care about getting their 
rent! 

This is a great idea. 

Sounds like a good idea to me 

Be great if Seacroft was included after a trial if successful 

This can only be a good thing for these areas of Leeds but the costs shouldn’t be passed onto 
residents, many of whom already struggle financially. Landlords should take responsibility for the 
dire state of their properties and stop failing the communities they benefit from. 

This is done where I live in Scotland and it does help but sadly doesn’t solve the problems 
completely, it needs monitored closely and the landlords should have to reapply annually and be 
fined if not doing repairs. I think it should be in more than just 2 areas 

Armley needs to be done too if successful. Landlords just like to put anyone in their properties so 
long as they get their rents its not fair on the neighbours if anti-social  behaviour is happening 
landlords need to be held accountable for the tenants they put in. 

Great idea. 

Fab idea 

I agree it is a great idea. 

Go for it 

A horrendous idea!! Penalising the private housing market, driving rents up. 

If this works in Harehills it'd work anywhere. 

can we share it 

A good idea in principle but will LCC employ boots on the ground to police it. 

Sounds like a good idea, would that include lodgers or just renting! 

This was done in Leeds 9 several years ago then pulled- we are back to square one with the 
unscrupulous Private Landlords. It’s not a new initiative people! What about putting it back here 
again? 

I thought you was introducing a quarantine zone around harehills for a minute then.. 

Following a recent court ruling, won’t Councils no longer be able to charge landlord the £825.? 
Instead a more suitable charge based on what it actually costs to produce that individual licence and 
not the rest to fund the scheme? 

I would say £825 every 12 months not every 5 years that’s £165 a year , not really a deterrent . 

Should do this everywhere 

Can you extend it to parts of Armley and Wortley too? 

Making sure landlords do a good job sounds a great idea!! 

XXX correct but charging good landlords will only put the rents up 

Just another way to get money out of private landlords some of us are self employed who’s worked 
hard to buy a rental properties as a retirement fund they already made it difficult to buy them and 
get taxed to the limit doing so... and how can council judge private landlord houses when half the 
council houses are borderline derelict damp shitholes I wouldn’t let my dog sleep in 
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get your own house in order first,all the anti social behaviour in my area has been caused by the 
council moving in druggies who then bring their scummy friends. as usual the corpy being a set of 
hypocrites 

Good idea. 

Totally agree XXX. In the coming year or so I am seriously considering leaving the South and moving 
to Leeds to rent for 3 or 4 years. But looking of late I've not been blown away by anything spectacular 
you know?. 

Rents will just go up 

I agree that this is a good idea, my concern would be that whilst it improves the areas circled, would 
it shift the problem to other areas such as the outskirts on these areas and/or areas that currently 
have no anti social issues? 

Start with capping rents. All these parasitic landlords getting rich off the tax payers back. 

Not really. For most the rent just about covers the mortgage payment and all the insurances in place 
to protect the tenant. 

I think the council needs to be looking at its own tenants first, and the way some (not all) turn a 
perfectly good houses etc into a bloody sh*thole. Concentrate on making YOUR tenants look after 
YOUR properties, paying their rents on time, keeping the property in a good, tidy and clean order. 
Then you’ve room to look outside the box. 

Certainly not.  There is too much regulation in this market and some good it has done. 

Tried that in the Bronx.  Landlords boarded up properties which were uneconomical to rent; which in 
a low rent area like Harehills would be most of them.  It's a disasterous and deeply wrong-headed 
idea. 

Great idea. As a landlord i think it is security for all. We know we are fully covered and doing the right 
thing.  Think there should be support from LCC for landlords with non paying tennants etc as part of 
the deal. 

Rent caps should be imposed 

‘Anti social behaviour in the private sector...’ seriously?? Clean up your social house anti social 
behaviour first, like our ‘legal’ red light district. However, I’m sure most started in social houses 
before you kicked them out. Seems many have ended up in Wetherby from Leeds.  
By the way, you can’t sugar coat your attempts at trying to make easy money... there are already 
laws to protect tenants why not maintain those properly. How are you going to police this and what 
will that cost... you can’t even look after tenants in local authority property...  
Why do the people of Leeds keep voting these Buffoons in? 

Not a chance of LCC helping with non paying tenants. But nice idea 

Good idea 👍� 

About time private landlords were monitored as too many of them neglect the property and tenants 
live in run down houses, cannot come soon enough 

Landlords will just put there rents up .. how is this suppose to work ? 

As an estate agent, totally agree with it 👍� 

Rents will need to be put up. 

So the council intends to make being a private landlord more expensive but has no plans to provide 
more council housing. Gonna be a lot of homeless people i guess. 

All good and well as it's usually asian landlords that charge a fortune and never look after their 
properties. Don't target the ones trying to make a living for themselves, just make inspections and 
standards much tighter. 

Good stuff. 

Yes very good idea, even if it has come late,,, but as someone has already said you need to look at 
some of the tenants you let your houses to first... 

No change there then 

Good idea XXX 
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I'd be glad to see it. 

Would you like to pay the council £825 a year for the privilege of renting your house out, on top of 
paying tax on the rental income? 

Harehills and Beeston, amongst others, are cheap areas to live, the property prices are lower and 
therefore you will attract those on lower incomes or those able to claim benefits to pay rent. 
Unfortunately that demographic has a high percentage of those guilty of the anti social behaviour 
that you’re trying to eradicate.  Penalising all private landlords by way of a licence fee in these areas, 
on top of the stamp duty and taxation changes may help to increase rents and therefore make the 
areas too expensive for the vast majority of current residents, regardless of their behaviour. If I 
bought half a dozen houses on Tempest Road, renovated them to a high standard to attract higher 
income “professional” tenants and make a decent return why would you penalise me in the same 
way as a so called “slum landlord”? 

Good idea.we suffered a lot in private property 👍� 

I'm agree with you they needs to look at they are own tenants first. 

800 pounds is a lot money to to just pull out of no where 

Some landlords keep their properties as slums, so let’s penalise all landlords.  
Terrible idea. 

XXX I couldn't agree more. I live in Belle Isle and some of the houses there are properly destroyed. 
They had new roofs this year, new fencing all around last year and tenants still use back gardens as a 
skip. Horrible. 

825 divided over 60 months £13.75.. I think the margins in private letting can just about handle that 
fee. 

825 divided over 60 months £13.75.. I think the margins in private letting can just about handle that 
fee. 

It’s 825 every 5 years. 

I don’t see how it will stop anti social behaviour? 

being an ex estate agent, anything that helps regulate the rental sector has to be welcomed. 

Thanks for your input XXX.  If you’d like to pay it monthly for me, whilst I pay for the mortgage, 
insurance, gas safety certificate, repairs, void periods, maintenance and letting fees, I’ll gladly let you. 
After all, it’s only £13.75 a month? 

Do you think so XXX?  It may sound like less than a round of drinks for some but it would inevitably 
be passed on in rent and therefore increase the cost to those low income tenants. Could they afford 
the increase? 

The issue of anti social behaviour isn't caused by private landlords, that's an utter nonsense theory. 
The local authorities don't have the housing stock to accommodate the residents in question & the 
residents don't have the money to buy their own homes or move to 'better' areas. Sadly there will 
always be people with so little respect for anything, themselves included, that property will be 
destroyed by them regardless of who provides it. 

Is this £825 per property? 

Prob by about £825 over 5 yrs plus an admin fee😉😉 

Asian landlords? I didnt know we were back in the 70's. Everyone should be targetted or no one. 

Giving landlords more of a hammering? We’ve been beaten to death by the government in the last 
couple of years with multiple additional taxes and then you want to imply an additional tax in the 
form of this?! You’ll see more landlords selling up. Who’s going to help support the all the tenants of 
Leeds, you haven’t enough council houses that’s for sure. Most of Leeds landlords are decent with 
good standards like ourselves. How about working with landlords together to help improve things 
rather than throwing more costs at landlords. Pathetic. 

When you say Asian landlords, Asia is a big continent so could you please clarify whether you're 
referring to the Mongolian or the Uzbekistani landlords? 
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Its a horrible idea. Rents will increase due to the fee, extra paperwork and greater contact time. Its 
not just a con job for landlords. They can and will sell up leading to a bucket load of Evictions.  
Meaning there will be a homelessness crisis  just waiting to happen. 

This is just marketing from the council, saying they will improve homes. But in reality they are putting 
in £0, into improving properties and they have no plans to fund a proper anti social  policy. 

Private Sector landlords already are monitored. Leeds has a rogue landlords unit. Council has all 
powers to tackle poor standards already 

Landlords either pay up, or sell up. Tenants either pay up or get evicted. Council makes around 
£5million in just fees. 

Good it's about time private landlords are monitored more closely some of the properties that 
families are living in are not fitfor inhabitation and the housing shortage and people on benefits with 
little choice are left in disgusting conditions. It will cost landlords 800quid. This is barely more than a 
months rent for most properties I hardly think this means that rent will have to go up. If landlords a 
rent prepared to maintain the properties they shouldn't be renting them out. It needs to be better 
managed and in my opinion should be required crossed the board not optional. 

There are too many unscrupulous landlords that think it’s ok to not repair and maintain their 
properties. Just drive around the streets and take a look.  I don’t see why residents of Harehills and 
Beeston have to live looking at the filth and squalor caused by anti social tenants and unethical 
landlords.  Many people in these areas rely on benefits or are foreign nationals and may not be 
aware of their rights regarding quality of housing and are scared to report.  On my street in Harehills, 
the majority of landlords have let their houses literally rot away while claiming housing benefit from 
desperate tenants. I’ve lived here for years and have seen first hand how landlords treat their 
tenants and their properties. It’s disgusting and it needs to stop. Any landlord who can’t afford to pay 
to properly maintain a property shouldn’t be in the business. 

Beeston and Harehills to officially be labelled a slum? Great impact on house prices and mortgage 
products! Labelling this a slum will only make it so. Even with immigration, austerity and lack of 
council services, both areas have a number "outstanding" & "good" schools. 

Landlords owning multiple properties are clearly not short of cash and shouldn't be exploiting people 
who have to rent. People just want easy money with no responsibility and it been going on far too 
long. There has be a better form of regulation and ofc there's a cost to this. 

Think its unfair on us good landlords that look after our properties and only accept good tenants. For 
those landlords that arent and dont should be the ones to get their things in order and have to pay 
for a license. 

Part of conditions will mean more stringent checks and referencing. Meaning most on benefits, the 
poor and most vulnerable will be FROZEN out of the private sector. Council has no plans to make 
more housing available. 

It will only mean that those who haven't paid rents or have caused problems with ASB will struggle or 
will have tighter rental agreements. Many people in vulnerable conditions and on benefits a rent in 
this category but are being exploited by bad landlords. There's a huge assumption that anyone on 
benefits is causing anti social behaviour and it's simply not true. 

In reality both landlords and tenants are in the same boat. Costs will be passed on from landlord to 
tenants. Only easy money to be made shall be made by Leeds City Council. 

Newham council introduced this 5 years ago. There is no actual improvement in ASB or flytipping. 
The only thing that has boomed there is homelessness. Not the right scheme to improve standards. 

You need to cover Holbeck as well as Beeston and Harehills. 

Landlords are already making the easy money with no regulations. In my opinion rents should also be 
instructed so that people can't charge an extortionate amount. There will still be competition within 
the market and those landlords increasing their rents too much won't get the tenants 

And even if current landlords sell there will always be someone to buy and put the homes back on 
the rental market. People don't like change but there has to be regulation to protect people renting 
the properties. 
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Correct XXX. The council already have the powers to enforce safe living conditions. The majority of 
landlords do a good job and, in most cases, the tenants are perfectly happy. All this is doing is 
creating an unnecessary cost just so that a landlord can have a piece of paper to show that he doing 
what he did anyway. The majority of landlords only rent out one property and rely on that income to 
pay mortgages, bills and put food on the table for their own families. Inevitably, any licence fees will 
have to be passed onto the tenant who, in most cases, won't see any benefit from it. 

But, it punishes the scrupulous landlords as well as the unscrupulous ones. 

XXX is proposing £825 a year. 

Really? Are you seriously proposing that rents everywhere should be increased? If a landlord's costs 
increase, the rents have to increase also to keep renting out the property viable. 

Yeah, those 'parasitic' landlords providing homes for people to live in. How dare they. 

Then renting out would become unviable. Tenants would be evicted and the house would be sold, 
increasing homelessness. Genius idea. 

Surely this will put the rents up and negatively affect students? 

There is a reason you don't see it. .... It won't. 

XXX The good landlords who were part of the scheme here were ok with it, they were happy the 
unscrupulous ones were being called to task at last and now it’s all gone pear shaped again! 

XXX You seem to have a 'huge assumption' that the majority of landlords are bad people. Most take 
good care of their properties as they see it as a long term investment. However, they have to make it 
pay so any additional costs will inevitably be passed onto the tenants. That may mean that more are 
unable to afford the rent and will be evicted. This move will not provide the council with any 
enforcement powers that they do not already have. All it is doing is introducing more bureaucracy 
and increasing rents and homelessness. 

Thank you, we need this for the simple reason the landlords are negligent, I have lived in Harehills all 
my life... try living next to a rented house that has 15+ occupants and dumping random stuff in the 
street whilst your kids play. Just because some have moved out thinking they have moved to better 
areas does not mean you let anyone occupy your rented house because your chasing the profit 

Council already has powers to investigate overcrowding and anti social behaviour. As well as 
extensive powers to deal with safety. The council themselves lack the will to enforce, as they dont 
have housing avaiable for "problem" tenants. Licensing is not a magic bullet. Just a tax on tenants 
and their landlords 

Not before time! 

There already is regulation. Council has powers to implement safety and even take over management 
of property. The fact they have not done so is negligence on their part. This is just a tax on both 
landlords and tenants. If an area is labelled a slum, even investors are wary of buying there, many 
lenders wont touch a designated area. Regulation cant control rent increases, it cant stop evictions 
and has not benefitted those that have been made homeless through Selective Licensing in other 
parts of the country. 

Truth about Selective Licensing: www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

I am a landlord myself, I agree it isn’t a magic bullet but it’s a step to level the playing field...landlords 
do need to take responsibility of who the occupants are. In the past 3 months I’ve had 4 families 
move in next door (with over 15 people residing) and the house has also been used as a crop house 
in the last 12 months. So yes I am all for this... if a landlord does not fulfil the conditions of the 
licence it will get revoked simple. 

£825 a year is a great idea and will push rents up £70 a month for hard up families. Great idea and 
clearly well thought out. � 

As stated in the post, it's a one-off cost of £825 for the 5 year scheme. If we want to run the scheme 
for any longer we need to apply to the government to do so. 

Hi XXX, the licence fee is what will fund the staff needed to police it. 
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Hi XXX, just renting - lodgers tend to be on different agreements and don't usually have responsibility 
for the property. 

It's not entirely out of the picture in the future - though at this stage we're proposing to just target 
these areas most in need. If you follow the link in the post you can use the survey to officially share 
this request as part of the consultation. :) 

I respect your opinion, as being a landlord is challenging. My concern would be that this scheme 
creates more issues than it solves. There are already powers for authorities to intervene, those who 
flout regulations will carry on under the radar regardless of licensing. But for the the majority who 
are compliant, it seems an inefficient way of dealing with issues raised. 

All landlords should be registered. It should be easier to get rid of unsavoury tenants. 

You'll need to charge a good lump to help cover the extortionate salaries that we pay for the top end  
council officers... 

XXX im proposing housing standards raise. Too many people are forced to live in moldy unsafe 
houses because landlords just dont care 

BBC News this morning, low income families can’t afford to buy school uniform for their kids, any tax, 
or license fee for investors & landlords will filter through to those who can least afford it. £15 a 
month or £70, if they don’t have it, they don’t have it! 

Any reasonable landlord won't object to being properly regulated. It's a minimal amount of money 
that covers a property for 5 years as being suitable for rental. Having a business has costs that's life. 
This legislation will make things easier for the council who are under staffed and under funded and 
can't possibly chase things up down the line. The council are still responsible to ensure that people 
are reasonably housed. I would like to see any evidence of numbers of people who have been made 
"homeless" due to selective licensing. They may have had to be temporarily housed but I very much 
doubt made homeless. It's pure scaremongering by landlords 

I am not making any such assumption. There have to be better regulations the private rental sector 
has expanded hugely over the kastv20 years ofc to enable management of this regulations have to 
change. There is a tiny cost if to landlords if homes at being well.managed and maintained. 

XXX *Some* landlords don't care. I rent out one house which is of an even better standard than 
when i lived in it. I want my tenants to be happy because i see it as a long term investment. Most of 
the rent i receive goes on agents fees, income tax, gas certificates, repairs (i've just put in a new 
boiler at a cost of £1750). I make a small profit. If i have additional costs to have a piece of paper that 
says i do less than i currently do, i will have no option other than to pass those costs onto the tenant. 
Who does that benefit? In reality, it won't change the behaviour of the unscrupulous landlords. The 
council already have enforcement powers but don't use them. All that will happen is that almost 
every landlord will pass on the licence fee to maintain the profit margin. What you are proposing, 
raised house standards, is laudable. What the council are proposing will not achieve that. 

Leeds City Council Is it £825 per landlord or per property? I have one drivers licence to show i am a 
capable driver. I don't need two licences if i have two cars. 

Some may be parasites; most are conscientious. Some get their properties wrecked by tenants who 
owe a year's rent, and then face Court costs to evict them. Let's have a balanced view here. 

Last time I checked, Japan was in Asia. Mustn't overlook the Far East. Or Turkey East of the 
Bosphorus. 

XXX you misunderstand who will be paying - more accurately rents will go up by £15 a month. 

Fix your own council properties first before picking on Property Investors. 

Ridiculous idea, as I look to invest in a property in the near future it will only mean the cost is passed 
on in rent,   if Tennant's will not pay the increased prices then perfectly good houses will go empty 
and the problem of rough sleeping will be added to 

The cost will just get passed down to the tenant,stop being silly. 

Why do you attach conditions, when you won’t enforce those conditions when they’re violated? 
#chocolateteapotorganisation 
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Truth about effects of licensing www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

http://www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk  This tax will only increase the rent for tenants 

If this is extended to all areas im all for it as we have had nothing but the dregs of society living on 
our street for the last 5 yrs causing all kinds of havoc and the landlords dont give a toss as long as 
they get their rent 

Buy to let landlords are turning many neighbourhoods in to hovels 

Yes. You should do that for all of leeds 

This needs implementation ASAP 

Fix your own council properties first before picking on Property Investors. Council houses are awful 
too. 

The council already have these condotions and dont enforce. Tenants in Beeston should have the 
same rights and responsibilities as those in Alwoodley. This is just an inefficient ineffective policy. 

The fact that social housing is exempt from even fire safety standards, house the poorest and most 
vulnerable make it somewhat puzzling that private renters are being blamed for ASB/Flytipping 

XXX but a fabulous waste of taxpayers money..... 

You are right but some tennant are awful looking after the council property. 

I suspect the charge is a little high; much better would be to lower it to cover administration charges 
and then inspect properties, levying fines and costs of re-inspection.  Worst case, the council should 
be able to take over properties that repeatedly failed the inspection. Council properties should also 
be subject to inspections, with a NFP Housing Association ready to step in and take over. 
Somehow I believe no possessions would take place once inspections became the norm. 

I don't understand why private landlords are not accepting dss.  It's guaranXXXd money!! 

All private landlords (Nation wide) should be required, by law, to hold a licence. This would make 
sure they are accountable for the standards of the properties they rent out, and have their licence 
revoked if they fail to maintain these standards. 

That it may, however it will raise standards because some in these areas are extracting the urine. 

But most are not as awful as many shit holes in Beeston and such like. 

Most buy to let mortgage lenders don't accept because IT IS NOT guaranXXXd whatsoever.  Most get 
rent paid into claimants account with the stupid expectation they will forward to the landlord, many 
never do.  Unless vulnerable tenant or 8 weeks arrears they wont sens money to landlord. 

Whos going to pay for the staff needed to manage this?  Or do you propose to charge the landlord 
whom then passes onto tenant? 

Beeston and Harehills need this, their housing and standards within are shocking. 

If you need to introduce a special licence to ensure rented properties are safe and comfortable, that 
suggests the system as a whole must be failing and should be addressed as a whole. Or am I missing 
something? 

XXX but not everyone is like that. I have disability and will be on my benefits for life. Some times 
people just need a chance and it's not fair to tar us all with the same brush! I also understand what u 
say about landlords having issues with tennents paying the rent. Maybe a agreement should be set 
up before the tennents sign up like ie miss 1 months rent and u have 4 weeks notice to leave. Then 
that way it's a final thing. I can't see ppl missing rent then as they will have to move again. I'm sure 
theor will be a way round it 

Why just these areas? All Leeds should be implemented. 

I live in Beeston and my street and streets around me are fine but yes some are a disgrace but u can't 
just blame private landlords some of these are council and owned and lived in by the owners 

I think the issue is that disadvantaged tenants generally live in cheaper areas. That is always the case. 
But there is no actual evidence showing private rentals in Beeston are worse than say Holbeck, or 
burmantofts. And no evidence that social housing is better. Surely a level playing field should be just 
that. 

Page 398

http://www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk/


Appendix 12 

 

Selective Licensing will create an even greater barrier for disadvantaged tenants, those on LHA and 
those who have fallen on hard times, to get a house. Conditions include stringent checks which count 
heavily against a non worker. Giving them little chance of getting a roof over their heads. 

Beeston is a melting pot of cultures. Tarring the whole area a slum does not help the issues. 

They know harehills is shit hole no wonder no cheap houses them 70k houses are going for 85-90k in 
harehills greedy fukers 

XXX you paying big money to council you got ber 

XXX lol other way round 

XXX if u selling one of ur 5 houses cheap I’ll buy 

XXX I wish I had 1 lol 

The council need Government permission to tax more than 20% of properties. There is no chance 
they would get this, as the effectiveness of SL is under review.  
 
As such, the council have chosen the areas with the largest proportion of private rentals, allowing 
them to net around £5million. This would explain why these areas have been targetted, whilst similar 
areas have been overlooked. 
 
This ignores that council already have powers to ensure safety and proper management. Leeds City 
Council are the largest landlord in each area. 

I'm curious as to what is going to prevent these landlords from driving the rents up to cover costs? 
These areas have some of the cheapest housing in Leeds and even then it is becoming slowly 
unaffordable due to landlords seeing property as investments rather than peoples homes. 

Contrary to popular belief, landlords are human and it is a challenging job. In all honesty rents will go 
up and evictions will rocket. It's not just about profitability, renting out a house requires landlords to 
know at least 100 sections of legislation, interest rate hikes are impacting too, the added contact 
time and paperwork will leave increase costs, leaving the areas less affordable. In turn, other areas, 
even ones without licensing, will increase rents, as there shall be greater demand. Those that dont 
increase rents shall sell up, leading to a flurry of evictions. It isnt about greed, its about plugging a 
gap that the local authority cannot deal with. 

Either it should be implented in the whole of leeds or it shouldn't be bought in at all so its a no leeds 
city council. 

Always one fuckin idiot ... who blames all foreigners... fuck sake lol 😂 

Breaking News | you'll need a licence to breathe Yorkshire air soon 

Blame the muslamics from asiastania !! They will try to hallalify your post office !! 

I totally agree. However, it should be done solely  for the benefit of the tenants and not as a money 
making activity for LCC. I’ve seen far too many private lets that are substandard with landlords doing 
the bare minimum without fear of getting themselves into bother. 

Yes. Something needs to be done about the living condition of these families. Some landlords (not all) 
are making children and their families ill by not fixing damp issues amongst other issues and it is out 
of order. 

A friend of mines landlord left her with a toilet backing up with raw sewage for 5 days over Christmas 
and refused to do anything about it. She was like “how do I go to the bathroom” and he was like “not 
my problem”.  She ended up using her neighbours loo for Christmas and NY. 

To be honest, licensing will do nothing in that situation, as maintainance of drainage is usually with 
tenants. It is really dependent on the contract. 

To be fair, ventilation is a problem (condensation), but the biggest culprit of damp housing is LCC. 
https://www.yorkshireeveningpost.co.uk/news/1-94m-paid-out-by-leeds-council-for-poor-tenant-
home-repairs-1-8415125 

XXX this was a flat and it was the landlords responsibility 

Yep, over 5 years. There's £150 off if already registered with the accredited good landlord scheme. 
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If it was the agents responsibility then they have to show the repair was done in a reasonable time 
frame. Licensing has little provision for disrepair. "Making homes better" = smoke alarms, fire doors 
& Anti Social Behaviour measures (which most properties have). 

When you say over 5 years, does this mean we can pay this over five years or is it a one off payment 
at the start? 

XXX I work with families in harehills, there are lots of incompetent landlords who don't care about 
their tennants. I agree, LCC need to sort them selves out too but sonething must be done about the 
landlords that are just in it for the money. The tennants are not blameless in most cases but 
sometimes the are families whos housing conditions are making them ill and there is nothing done 
about it by anyone, they are stuck because they can't scrape together a bond to move some where 
suitable. 

I agree with you that more needs to be done to improve both social and private housing, but this is 
like throwing out the baby with the bath water. Licensing will make it virtually impossible for poorer 
and more vulnerable tenants to even get a house (enhanced checks & referencing are one of the 
main conditions). So those who have patchy credit histories shall be frozen out. Labelling an area a 
slum will have a negative impact for all in that area. 

TBH I also agree with tennant vetting. Landlords should also have some protection and be able to 
have the knowledge to chose the best tennant for their house. Maybe then certain people will realise 
they shouldn't treat a house that belongs to someone else as a doss house. 

There needs to be a happy medium for both parties. 

It is great idea ! Standard of living in Harehills and Beeston is worst than in 3rd world countries 

It's less than £15 a month. I'll pay it on top of my rent even if my landlord doesn't want to absorb the 
costs. 

If you're undecided about the Selective Licencing Consultation on bringing in compulsory regulation 
of landlords look at how 'negligent landlords' are destroying Harehills.  And to clarify the charge is 
over 5 years and works out at under £12 per month for a property that will be bringing in between 
£500 to £750 per month. It will cover the cost of the inspectors and legal costs needed to ensure 
landlords provide decent housing. Look at the squalor that 'negligent landlords' put exploited tenants 
in and the detritus that the rest of us have to live with. Residents of Harehills deserve better than 
this.  www.leeds.gov.uk/business/privately-rented-property/selective-licensing 

It's not. It's bringing the negligent landlords who exploit their tenants into line. Harehills is similar 
affected by the activities of negligent landlords and everyone who lives here, no matter what their 
origins is sick of having to live with the results of irresponsible landlords. 

It's not a money making activity for the council. It's to cover the cost of the inspections and legal 
cases that will no doubt ensue. 

As a house owner,  I am in full support of this action.  There are too many houses which blight the 
community  and more than too many antisocial  people in these areas.  The sooner this is 
implemented  the better.  I hope that this will not just be more pie in the sky from leeds city council. 

Yes yes yes we desperately need negligent Lanlords to be regulated in Harehills. Please don't let tbeir 
strong lobbying and scaremongering about raising rents derail this. 

well said XXX. 

Good idea however won’t Landlord’s end up shifting this cost to the tenant in their rent? � 

There is no strong lobbying needed. Rents and evictions will increase. Just look at Newham that 
introduced licensing 5 years ago. No discernable improvement in the area, largest homeless rate in 
the UK 

Improvements need to be made; council already have powers to enforce; but choose not to. 

The emphasis should be lowering rents and let people letting properties to make the changes 

http://www.newhamrecorder.co.uk/news/newham-council-pays-61million-to-keep-the-homeless-
homeless-as-scale-of-housing-crisis-soars-1-5607140 
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I guess those who want to profit from licensing shall just turn these houses into "emergency 
accomodation" charging 5 times the weekly rate, without any regulation. As these are just temporary 
accomodation. 

XXX it shouldn't be about punishment but getting landlords out 

XXX should check out some of the slums landlords rip students off with in Hyde Park 

XXX Ignoring the truth doesn't either.. 

XXX oh I'm not saying private landlords are entirely to blame, just they are the main problem with 
overcrowding of tenants in illegal bedsits and the overall quality of housing provided. 

It costs council £77 to inspect property. Only 10% of properties shall be inspected. No specialist 
selective licensing officers shall be employed. It's funny that the national average is £380. It's hard to 
call it anything but a con as there is no independent oversight into how and where these funds end 
up. 

I think they're already covered under HMO licensing. Illustrates that this is not a magic bullet. 

You as a council need to become more responsible with how and what you spend out Council tax on 
for starters, maybe as a start cancel the 'gift' of £6.5 million to the playhouse and invest that in 
better roads and parks ? 

XXX ...   next time there will be a tax for breathing oxygen 

XXX we go with brexit so don’t worry:) 

XXX we go with brexit so don’t worry:) 

interesting 

Justification for further council if so 

About time 

Yes im behind the idea! Go for it (Beeston reaident) 

I work in housing and have found that introducing selective licensing in other areas of the England 
have been ineffective and a waste of time and money. They, despite what the council say, are 
another income generator for the local authority. Private landlords have to think carefully if this 
scheme is introduced: the paperwork is monumental, the fees, per property, does not tally with the 
so called assistance offered from the council  to the landlord and it does not stop anti social 
behaviour. To stop anti social behaviour the court system needs drastic reform. In addition the 
landlord will be forced to spend thousands on property improvements and enhancements before the 
council will grant the licence. Selective Licence? Waste of time and money, except for the council. 

Great comment. Rotherham is a great example of how ineffective this is.  
Squeezing landlords margin further certainly won’t achieve the desired result. 

Another money making scheme which will benefit no one apart from the council themselves. 

It should be all of Leeds because the problem will just move elsewhere. Or is that the plan to make 
the whole of Leeds a shit heap. 

I agree but I think it should b for Middleton 2 as I currently rent a private wich   the landlord is   a piss 
take don't do repairs   at all   them wen I tell I'm  e ring a me up  carrying  on   at me   I a.v reported 
I'm to council am wating on council property     currently  band  b  with medical needs 

And now  e  trying to  say    the rent will b going up to 650  a mumth   wen my  tenancy is  600  every 
munth    amount off stress    I  am under  with the house 

Excellent idea 

Instead of all these suvey's, can you just empty my f*ckin bin on time. Thank you. 

Good idea 

just get on with it 

Roads 100% some of the roads that have been resurfaced with fucking stones not tarmac that have 
now knackerd my paint job on my £18.000 car is stupid as there are roads in leeds that are full of pot 
holes and look like a patch work from steve wonder that need work but you would rather do full 
resurface roads in my opinion that dont need doing 
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Sounds great but what about all the council housing which comes under these conditions ? Many are 
in terrible condition and your going to enforce other landlords ??? Also $825 for each landlord and 
that's not enough to subsidise itself an will need further input from us ??? Sounds like another scam 
to take some MORE cash from the citizens of Leeds and to control housing how the COUNCIL want to 
manipulate it. I bet after all this is put in place it won't change the situation too much. But i bet lots 

of councilors friends end up very comfortable out of it 😥😥😣☹️ 

Yes about time 

Should be in place in all council tower blocks. We have refurb work being carried out at all sorts of 
unsociable hours in privately owned lets  and we are powerless to stop it. 

About time xx 

Why is it not the whole of Beeston? 

Run out of money to waste? 

Good idea!!  But if you can support people to put dash cameras in their cars to save every road every 
where in Lovely Leeds.  Specially Taxi, Buses and Business, 

Good, the private rent sector needs regulation and I hope it goes further to rent control but we also 
need a mass public social housing program and give people the basic right of a roof over their head 

Who the fuck pays 600 bar to live in beeston or harehills 😅 

XXX does ben 

XXX you do realise from as little as 500 pounds a month you can rent in much nicer areas not 
twinned with pakistan/iraq/nigeria/eastern europe 

I don't think Diane knows about this I pay 270 a 'munth' and after a lot of years it'll be mine 

Id rent it out and buy another pal 

Imagine money I'd make if I rented it to Diane 

Mine in miggy   house not  even worth  that 

Yet another charge the landlord will pass on to the Tennant making it even harder to afford to 
private rent with bond rent upfront credit search fee administration fees and now this your talking 2 
grand before you can even think of private renting!!! And this is in let's say the less desirable areas! 

Sounds good to me, But they should also make sure the licence includes the upkeep of the garden, & 
to not let trees etc & hedgerows to grow above a certain height, 

Gift?? Surely the Playhouse makes profit on its tickets? If not increase the ticket prices!!! 

If it's to stop anti social behaviour then the council need to look into their own council estates where 
crime is rife.. just another way to kick in the balls again of the hard working man in climbing the 
ladder from poverty to rich. It's the council estates the surrounding estates in both Preston and 
harehills that have a problem.. just another way to force the layman to sell his property so the bigger 
can buy them cheap and rent them out themselves.. problems occur regardless of landlord. This is 
just putting blame on the landlord for the tenants behaviour... 

Council has option of long term leasing of private rental housing at a reduced rate. Giving a boost to 
available rentals. Enabling them to control quality of housing and reduce costs in one go. But always 
seem to find a way to shaft everyone rather than serve everyone. I guess that £5million golden egg is 
too tempting. 

Surely this is just going to give landlords another excuse to raise rents and as a result increase 
poverty and the problems that arise from it won’t help anyone except those receiving the license 
fees! 

XXX just checking you know about this x 

Totally agree, the scheme needs to cover all of Beeston.  I lived in the cross Flatts area for 24 years 
and when I moved out, more and more properties were bought by landlords. 

interesting. Thanks XXX 😉 

XXX the detailed maps are on this one 

Not sure why your only focusing on two areas, surely any scheme should  be city wide, and if LCc are 
really are trying to make housing better and reduce above problems then radical change is required. 
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No one chooses to live in a damp, dangerous tiny flat... We need more support for renters and our 
vulnerable people and not sure enforcing a regulation is the most innovative way forward. 

This will mean less housing because landlords will sell up due to the compliance regulations they 
could pass the additional cost to the  dhss Tennant and private tenant's but that won't go down well 
another tax will the government never learn . 

Complain now https://surveys.leeds.gov.uk/s/NGU3Y/ 

https://surveys.leeds.gov.uk/s/NGU3Y/ 

https://surveys.leeds.gov.uk/s/NGU3Y/ 

Like hell you will 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Council will not get govt to greenlight city wide scheme as selective licensing as a measure is under 
review. In this guise, it doesnt work and is nothing more than a tenant tax 

Its should be all of leeds! Leeds has become a let down. I grew up in harehills and loved it. 20 years 
later i hate the area and would love to have the cash and move all my family away from the area. Its 
no longer the area i felt safe in. Its deprived and full of a lot of people who lack respect for 
themselves and the area through "anybody" just moving in. The government are not going to fund 
the areas like they are as it will be a waste of time and waste of money. The areas need a  sweep! 

XXX no 

Thank you for your riplie 

No warries 

XXX negative effect on the area, anti-social behaviour on the area are words & things beyond a 
landlords scope. It it is not a landlords responsibility & as such not a landlords problem provided they 
meet the requirements for letting.   Is it me or are LCC targeting a deprived area of Leeds for this 
license, if so then this is wrong & potentially illegal if not rolled out to the whole of the council 

(Leeds). Shit I could dig further in to this if I had the time 😉 

Go to Noselectivelicensing.co.uk & see what LCC isn't telling you. Nearly everything that is being 
proposed is already in place. So why charge £825 per property for 10 mins work that doesn't even 
need doing. Provide the services you should provide to the residents & the issues you are blaming on 
the landlords will automatically reduce. Only someone living in cuckoo land will think that this cost 
will not be passed on. Most landlords provide a good & needed service. Your unnecessary changes 
will increase costs by well over a £1000 for each property & pretty much provide no direct benefit to 
the tenant or the area. The landlords cannot afford this cost & so will pass it on. So how does this 
benefit the area & the tenants? The knock on effect will be increased rentals in surrounding areas. 
There will be more rejection of tenants if they cannot provide quality references. The biggest 
landlord in Harehills is LCC so you should take the biggest responsibility for resolving the so-called 
issues you are using to justify this. You failed in East End Park with this scheme. You will fail here as 
your changes do not address the issues. Be truthful with the tenants & be fair with the landlords. If 
we are not there you have nowhere to house everyone unless you put them into expensive hotels. 
The Brexit vote was a wake-up call in what happens if you ignore the electorate. 

XXX yeah & most of the landlords are foreign, 

The council need to be stamping on the owners of property just left vacant for years ,& getting a 
compulsory purchase order against the owner & the Council should do the necessary work to make it 
fit to live in & then get a tennent into it, Some of these properties have overgrown gardens, bins that 
have never been emptied, & rubbish strewn all around the property, With the house in a disgusting 
state of repair, If these properties are under the care of an estate agent,then they are partly 
responsible for its maintenance, But tennent should be asked to keep the house & garden in good 
condition, 

Maybe look into your own property repairs standards?Mate of mine had a letter stating his roof was 
due for repairs,only part of the work done so he phoned yourselves.You inspected,still not all 
done.Do you pay only for work done even if work on the quotes not done? 

Discrimination...that dirty word 
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Leeds City Council pays out some of the highest compensation in direpair claims... 

XXX My point was paying for work not done. 

That's why they are keeping out of the scheme 

So its about paying council wages to do what they should be doing anyway? 

Terrible idea, especially now LCC have confirmed there will be no funding of any actual 
improvements. The only landlords/agents that support this are just looking to remove competition 
(one hit wonder landlords, cheaper agents etc) and hope to feed off scraps of over regulation. All this 
talk of improving areas is a smokescreen, it shall just slum label it. 

No one will go near a designated slum, not banks or private investors. Leaving those at the bottom 
stranded 

Could it be that tenants and landlords need to take responsibility. Selective Licensing labels your area 
as a slum, stops banks lending there (RBS, Natwest etc) and takes £5.35million out of the area into 
the council's back pocket. 

It is...for Greed City Council. They stand to pocket £5million+ for doing nothing more than they 
already do... 

Cross Green is the same now as it was before. Save for a bit of money they spent tarting up the main 
roads... Beeston/Harehills will have £0 spent on them... 

I cannot see the real good points, safety, ASB and flytipping are dealt with by the relevant 
departments anyway. 

Requiring stricter referencing will leave the poor, vulnerable and people who have fallen on hard 
times frozen out of renting a house. Those who are already in, may look at eviction... so I cannot 
agree that its only a good thing. Quite the opposite in fact. 

People need to take responsiblity for their own lives. Landlords are not allowed to be judges, social 
workers, policemen and bin men for their tenants. Tenants actually have rights... treating them as 
naughty children is a step too far 

If youre a housing officer 

If you work for Greed City Council. 

It is a great idea if it actually did what it described... it doesnt. Its just a tenant tax. Landlords can be 
dealt with through various council bodies as it is... 

It wont...and it wont 

Thanks...so finally we have an admission that the £5million is to pay your wages. Its not about safety 
or improving anything... itd be like drivers paying £825 each, to pay for traffic wardens... 

Greed City Council are the largest landlord in each area... guess who has the highest disrepair and 
compensation bill for housing in the north of England? 

Im pretty sure no landlord was happy with it, they just didnt have the numbers to fight it. If it 
worked, it would not be under review...it doesnt (at least not in the way described) and it is under 
Government Review 

XXX if you've got a crystal ball you should be playing the lottery. 

They dont apply as the Government will knock it back. So at the moment this Tenant Tax is placed on 
areas that have the largest amount of private landlords (social housing is exempt. 

It only sounds good to those who cant see through the smokescreen of Slum Labelling. 

Is that because you are restricted by central government and all this talk of raising standards has now 
changed into: we are trying to improve management standards... fortunately most people now see 
this is a tenant tax. Looks like people do not buy into your misleading marketing. 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Of course you do, you're in line to get your cut from house sales, more properties on the market and 
managing fees for those who send over their properties to you... so surprise surprise, you agree with 
it. Luckily around 95% of agents dont. 

Too late, theyve taken over... tekkin ar jobs, tekkin ar benefits... 
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Its funny that Greed City Council say they want to fight poverty, but then push up tenant tax on those 
people who are affected by poverty. 

Thats why youre an ex estate agent...you know that youre on a rung below traffic wardens dont you? 

Maybe £15 quid isnt alot to some tenants, but both areas have queues at food banks and people 
who dont turn on the heating as there is no credit on their meter. Maybe £15 in tenant tax is alot to 
them. 

There are tight regulations. People who struggle for references and credit checks shall be affected. Its 
not a massive assumption... people will be frozen out of rentals. It is not upto the council to decide 
who should be housed where. Not unless they invest (they arent) or have alternative accomodation 
(they dont). Management is a landlord issue, maintenance is both a tenant and landlord 
responsibility. 

XXX no it's because I got sick and tired of the greed associated with property 

Temporary housing is homeless. Sorry, you seem to be sitting up there in your middle class ivory 
castle. Talking about how £5million is not alot. If that is the case, where is the evidence, the facts and 
figures that show private rental tenants are solely responsible for flytipping and anti social behaviour 
in Beeston and Harehills. 

Oh sorry... you have an opinion on areas without facts. Are you a landlord? You say its easy money, 
do you have any experience in these areas? Do you live there? Or are you just spouting your 
"doubts" and beliefs without any factual knowledge of the subject. 

Theyre going to get £5.35 million to pay for those holiday homes down in Cornwall 

Wasting money is what they do best: they spent £25,000 on these misleading facebook posts, 
deceptive leaflets and dishonest bus ads...£25k! Wow 

Bedsits are HMOs so already licensed in the same way... glad to see thats working 

All that flytipping is on the street, so is not affected by selective licensing. It is the councils issue. 
Flytipping is quite scummy by the way, but licensing will not help the issue. 

As a homeowner in what will be labelled a slum area, your frozen out of several lenders and your 
house value shall be hit...something needs to be done to improve areas, not through a Stealth tax 
though 

XXX that flytipping is the contents of manky unfit rented properties. If negligent landlords actually 
cleared houses before letting them to tenants desperate enough to sign up to these mires and 
disposed of the contents properly this would happen far less. 

XXX im sure if your a good decent tenant you have no worries. I suffered from anti social behaviour 
all due to a landlord who didn't care he was told on numerous occasions his tenants were partying till 
early hours i suffered 2 years of crap sleepless nights so i welcome this new law i really hope it takes 
off. 

You maybe right, but thats what the rogue landlords unit is for 

XXX Nope, currently on when over 5 seperate tenants and building over 2 storeys.  From October 5 or 
more irrespective of number of storeys.  So if 4 or less tenants it doesnt need HMO license.  Plenty of 
shitholes in both areas not licensed. 

Landlords should be responsible for their tenants. If youve got nuisance tenants then they should be 
evicted, the people living around them shouldn't have to suffer. But most landlords are greedy 
bastards who arent going to have an empty room are they. 

This wont stop anti social behaviour. We already have nuisance clauses in tenancy agreements, but 
the landlords dont enforce them. 

To be fair, even if these are enforced, ASB has such a wide definition it is hard to prove. Leeds City 
Council ignore that the responsibility for ASB are those people committing ASB. Landlords cant be 
like Batman and fight people... well they could, but that would just be funny. 

XXX No hint of racism whatsoever? 

Will you still feel the same when the £825 is passed onto the tenant or realise that the council have 
officially stated that every penny will go in admin on their part. Sounds great on paper until you read 
the small print & ask them the detail. Everything they are charging for already exists in legislation. 
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I'm not sure how you assume it's scaremongering - it's basic maths - council charges landlord, 
landlord charges tenant. The landlord doesn't have piles of cash lying around, most have mortgages 
to pay & 825 is almost equivalent to 2 months rent for some. Also be aware the council have clearly 
stated all the money will go into the administration of the scheme. Not a penny will go into the area 
from them 

So how does charging a landlord £825 stop antisocial behaviour? That's the job of the police & 
council. The most a landlord can do is kick that person out - they then apply for emergency 
accommodation & the council then spends more money putting them into temp accommodation. In 
the meantime, £825 is added to the rent to cover the new tax. Also, the £825 will go into the 
council's coffers to simply pay for the admin of this scheme. Your area will be classed as a slum area 
by the mortgage & insurance companies because of the selective licensing tag & you will find the cost 
of these services rises as you are now regarded as a high-risk area. Great solution. 

I've stopped furnishing my property because the tenants kept throwing the supplied furniture out & 
using their own even though they signed up for a furnished property. The stuff becomes manky 
because tenants abuse it & wreck it. We dont buy it like that. A bed / sofa can easily last 10 years if 
properly looked after. Landlords are reluctant to put new furniture in because it disappears when the 
tenant leaves. The deposit doesn't cover much more than a couple of pieces of furniture & doesn't 
include the unpaid last few months of rent. So before making simple assumptions be aware of what 
goes on in these places by some of the tenants. I've not included the growing of drugs the tampering 
of service supplies & the damage to the interior of the property. 

Will you still feel the same when the £825 is passed onto the tenant or realise that the council have 
officially stated that every penny will go in admin on their part. Sounds great on paper until you read 
the small print & ask them the detail. Everything they are charging for already exists in legislation. 

You will find that's part of the AST & is actually the tenant's responsibility  - the garden comes with 
the house. 

I get that some tenants are dodgy too Saeed, I along with my neighbours and friends who live in 
Harehills sadly know that first-hand. We've all had to live with their accumulated detritus and 
antisocial behaviour. We've had to drag ourselves to work after being kept awake into the early 
hours by their fighting, partying and firestarting not to mention the police raids they have brought to 
our streets. We have to air our houses to get rid of the stench of their drugs smoking and sweep up 
their discarded bottles before they are smashed. One of my friends had £1000s of pounds worth of 
damage done to her property when a rented house behind turned out to be a cannabis farm and it's 
irrigation system flooded her house from attic to basement. But the point is that most landlords 
don't have to live anywhere near this. Their daily home lives are not destroyed by this. The response 
times to get bad tenants sorted are far too long for those whose lives are being made an utter misery 
by antisocial tenants. Ideally landlords would do better at screening their tenants or at least making 
sure tenancy agreements are drawn up and adhered to. Landlords can get insurance to mitigate 
against tenants who default on their rents or damage property. I'm sorry if my stance does not seem 
sympathetic to landlords, but in the end it is not unlucky neighbours who are making the money and 
not generally landlords who are being forced to live next to the squalid and antisocial results. 

XXX yes i bought my house 12 years ago. I have to live amongst private renters that leave houses 
looking dishusting. 

XXX £825 over 5 years is under £13 per month on properties that rent from around £550, or at least a 
£100 more if the tenants are on benefits (as a friend who required about letting her house found 
out). There is a huge issue with many, not all, landlords not keeping their properties up to standard 
and for those forced to live near them it can be devastating. The money raised will ensure that the 
keepers of properties liked this are brought to book and it is very much needed from the perspective 
of those whose lives and streets are being blighted by the business activities of negligent landlords. 

In the end everyone will benefit from this kind of thing being stopped. Decent landlords prepared to 
invest in their properties will see their property values rise and decent tenants and live in home 
owners will no longer have to put up with the unsightliness and antisocial behaviours associated with 
the activities of negligent landlords. 
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How many Leeds City Council landlord councillors signed up to your accreditation scheme? What 
about the one who ran the scheme in Cross Green? No? What about the ones on your Executive 
Board? No? Surprise surprise... either LCC are being hypocrites or this is just a tenant tax... 

1) it's a flat one-off fee of 825 - it's not spread over 5 years - so the landlords will just pass this on as a 
one-off charge to the tenants. The tenants don't have this money & so will have to leave. 2) The 
council has stated all of this money is to go on admin. Zero return to the property / area. 3) A 
standard AST makes it the tenant's responsibility to keep a house & garden in tidy order, if you want 
to live there then keep it clean & look after it. 4) You get less money from benefit tenants not more & 
it's paid in arrears not up front as it is with private tenants. 5) Property values will fall - as seen in 
other towns as mortgage & insurance companies regard Selective licence areas as a higher risk - The 
council is in effect calling them slum areas. Do you want to go out bragging that you live in a selective 
licensed area? Why are they not doing this in places like Holbeck, Seacroft or Gipton? Are they any 
better? These are the cheapest housing sectors in the city. If you want to raise the level of the 
property to be equivalent to a more affluent area then you will have to pay more. Why does a 5* 
hotel cost more than a 1* one? The majority of landlords spend a lot of time & effort looking after 
their properties but these are often trashed by tenants, furniture stolen or have several months rent 
unpaid as the tenant leaves without notice after failing to pay their rent. This doesn't include the 
hassle the council creates by constantly delaying benefit payments by weeks or months. What you 
completely miss is that landlords have invested over 50k in these properties. Would you put that kind 
of investment into someone else's hands to look after? With this fee on average, only 8 months 
rental income out of the 12 will possibly come back to the landlord once you take out the cost of 
repairs & other expenses. This doesn't include the mortgage or insurance payments. See how that 
works out based on 500/month rental income. Not quite enough to buy a Merc. 

AS you say private renters leave them disgusting, this tax won't make any difference to what / how a 
renter behaves. On several occasions, I've spent money on new furniture etc & then several months 
later the tenant has either trashed it or just taken it. So now I supply them unfurnished. We still have 
to deal with unpaid rent & fiddled meters. Charging the landlords 825 for an admin fee doesn't solve 
a single problem. They already have a Rogue landlord team which deals with bad landlords. So what 
are they charging for? 

Thanks - someone who actually doesn't regurgitate the standard nonsense about landlords. There 
are some dodgy ones without a doubt but most make a good effort until the property gets a bad 
tenant, then all the good work is undone. 

XXX it is absolutely to cover 5 years. And of course the money will go on administration of staff and 
court cases to bring neglectful slum landlords who let entire communities and decent landlords down 
into line. For 20 years the thoughtless activities of negligent landlords has blighted Harehills. People 
have had enough of living with this kind of squalor on every street. It isn't fair that people should be 
forced to live next to this whilst those making money from these properties and the poor souls living 
in them don't give a damn because they live elsewhere. 

From what I see on the maps,Holbeck will NOT be part of this scheme. Why not please? 

You still haven't explained why you need to charge landlords for a licence when you already have all 
of the powers you need to enforce the laws. IT WILL be a tax on tenants, as the landlords will pass on 
the costs. 

All areas,  all properties should be fit for habitat. 

Landlords will pass onto tenants . A little like your parking charges for people to work in city centre. 
Go to machine. Doesn’t work. Get charged anyhow. 

Depends how much it costs? It's a good idea to make sure landlords are renting places you can live in 

"a one off fee lasting 5 years"? So what happens in year 6? It becomes a 2 off fee? 

Disaster for both tenants and landlords...  Typical Leeds city council thinking.. Utter shite 

It’s a good idea from council,in this areas landlord are too tight they even don’t paint their house 🏠 

Another way to scam leeds residents 
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This is a tenant tax! No way around it. Safety and management can be ensured via existing processes 
no need for Slum Labelling. 

Its not just a tenant issue either. Once an area gets its official Slum Label, banks like Natwest, RBS 
and Paragon wont lend. So everyone's house value is in for a kicking. 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Dont be surprised when this is aborted 3 years in, with  no refunds. When the council choose another 
area to "improve" and pocket £5million + 

Sorry Holbeck doesnt have enough Private landlords to fleece... the truth is that this would NOT be 
under Government review if it really did improve areas in the ways described. It doesnt.  Feel free to 
ask them what improvements, in real terms, are going to be funded= £0 to actual homes. £5million+ 
to Leeds City Council. 

It's just money making for council, nothing more than that Will Create a new department with this, 
some more cars on road. But nothing for tenants or landlords 

"If landlords choose to pass on the cost to the tenant"? haha! "IF" 

So our Councillors who own about 4 or 9 properties will vote for this?  Councillor Kamila Maqsood 

This will not affect the bad landlords. They will still be there. It will only put up rents for people living 
with a reasonable landlord. 

The landlords will pass this onto tenants .It's obvious people buy houses to rent out for one reason 
only to make money . 

To be fair none of the property owning councillors have made any noise about this. 

In reality, its not just more rent, but more EVICTIONS as landlords (good & bad) are compelled to 
carry out more stringent checks, which many tenants will not pass. At the end of it, no one wants to 
be Slum Labelled. 

Good landlords should  be doing this anyway. The council already have the power to inspect and 
enforce. Slum landlords won't care, they'll continue to flaunt the rules and pocket the rent. They 
don't invest in their properties, and they'll push this cost onto the tenant. Meanwhile decent 
landlords who invest in their properties and utilise rent for maintenance will be punished with this 
fee. I think many decent landlords will sell, some may be forced to. Good landlords who operate as a 
business might not make as much money as people think, some only just break even, because there 
is a real cost to maintaining and looking after property and tenants correctly. If they sell and go, it 
leaves the market open to cash buyers who are looking to make a fast buck at the expense of the 
tenant. I can see nothing constructive or positive in this move, yet I understand the need to get the 
slum landlords to comply. This isn't the solution, and tenants will be worse off for it. The way forward 
is to encourage investment and growth in the area, not to punish those who are endeavouring to do 
this already. 

Laziness. Make it clear to tenants you can help them to get the required home improvements and go 
out and inspect rentals for yourself! 

Build more social housing, problem solved!!! 

Leeds City Council is the largest landlord in each area. They have one of the largest disrepair bills in 
England. Social housing is exempt from safety legislation. 

If we build more social housing the problem with private landlords wouldn't exist because people will 
have the choice to live in safe affordable accommodation. We'll know the government has designed 
the reduction in social housing so these landlords can make lots of money. Tory policy : sort it out 
yourself or tough!!! No wonder homelessness has vastly increased , look to America if you want to 
know we're the UK is heading, do they care about social equality...No!! 

XXX they've already done this haven't they? East end park 

Lcc should take advice from existing credited landlords who understand the area and it's challenges, 
and listen to the RLA. But I bet they won't. 

more council house get off ya fat arses and do something 

Need to put a clause in, to say that the Landlord cannot pass this cost onto the Tennant's, & make a 
check on what the Tennant  is paying  before this is instigated, 
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The landlords in these areas have already had plenty of opportunities to raise their standards and 
join the voluntary options in place. They haven't because they enjoy having free reign to rip their 
tenants off and provide poor quality conditions. 

seize properties from problem landlords to help fill the gap in social housing, as a step towards 
abolishing for-profit ownership. 

XXX yeah ano bout this 

And where do you suggest they get the money from? The lovely Tory government 

I don't think you're "thinking..." I think it's a done deal... 

Whoever posted this needs an English spell checker as it lacks professionalism to misspell Licence 
when that's what the whole thing is about 

XXX Beeston house prices couldn't get much lower. The area has declined over the last 30 years. Too 
many takeaways, too many bedsits, nobody takes pride in their neighbourhood, too many immigrant 
homes, it's become a ghetto. I sold my 3 bedroom through terrace, on a decent street, with views 
over a pleasant grassed area. The house was in good condition and only brought £67,000. 

Leeds City Council, try making private tenants aware that you have a statutory duty to investigate sub 
standard housing, even in the private sector. 

thinking about it !!!! my arse your counting the extra income already !!!!  this will only affect honest 
landlords !!! all the dodgey crappy rentals your aiming this at will not be ‘declared incomes’  
wake up people... this is another angle to tax people !!!!! 

More payout to poxi government. Tenants should get off their fat lazy arsholes and tidy up their 
rubbish 

Spelling mistake Leeds city council. Final paragraph should be out not our in the first line. ‘Also use 

this Link to find out about’ not ‘Also use this link to find our about’ ................you’re welcome. 😜 
Another dodgy policy of Leeds city council wanting to have a big slice of cake. Landlords might as well 
give all of their rental income to them.  Why not target majority area of Leeds? 

Does the council have a database of all the properties on rent ?  If not how exactly is this going to be 
enforced, if it does have a databse why not get officers going round carrying out spot checks ? 

XXX cheers � I'm all over this X 

For sure they will 👍 

XXX for XXX x 

Money making scheme to pay for housing officers 

It would not get authorised by the Government 

Tax used to pay for housing officers... 

Eliminating for-profit ownership eliminates the desire to own property for a massive percentage of 
land-lords... 

This will just be passed onto the tenants. Absolutely should be more social housing, and the priority 
system needs looking into. 

XXX... I agree 

Landlords pass n all costs to tenants. It’s always tenants that end up paying out 

God sake 

XXX I am pretty certain that the use of "our" rather than "out" is a typing error rather than a spelling 

mistake. On the other hand your use of "your" rather than "you're" is a spelling error!! 😄 😄 😄 
I dont think we live in a communist state yet comrade 

It is NOT a done deal if enough people make their views heard. Visit www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 
To get a fuller picture & take part in the survey 

https://southleedslife.com/landlord-licensing-raising-standards-or-a-tenants-tax/ 

Hi XXX, the law around selective licensing states that such a scheme can only last up to five years. 
After that, if we wanted to continue, we'd need to propose a new scheme and have that consulted 
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upon by the public (like what we're doing now with the survey on the link in the post) and then 
approved by the government. 

Yeh but I’m a simple mechanic they are a city council. Sorry if I’ve caused any offence with my 
grammatical error. 

Hi XXX. These areas are being targeted because many of the landlords there are not consistently 
taking up schemes such as our own accredited landlord scheme, or the Leeds Rental Standard. The 
latter is a self regulated scheme ran by the sector, for the sector, as a means of recognising good 
landlords in the market, and we have recently supported this. Selective licensing was introduced as 
an option under the Housing Act 2004, and in these two areas it'll help ensure that tenants enjoy a 
secure, comfortable and well managed home. 

We do, yes. This scheme is exactly what would enable us to do such checks. 
Nick 

Edited now to comply with International grammar regulations. 

Hi XXX, it'll cost £825 per property which covers the administration across the 5 year period. 

I am not sure, because even though the cost is to the Landlord, it will be passed onto the tenant. I 
would like rent controls also. 

Well spotted! I can't even edit the original post because it's been sponsored. Sorry about the typo. 
Nick 

That's the point man 

Hi XXX, this is explained in this document which is published via the link in the post: 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Selective%20Licensing%20Frequently%20Asked%20Questions.pdf 
Selective licensing is around the management of the property, not its conditions. Current legislation 
covers many aspects of the issues in the areas, though selective licensing is a potential tool to 
support this work and work with good landlords to improve the area and their business whilst 
targeting those who fail to comply or cause issues effecting the community by their lack of 
management of their business.  It was introduced by the government as an option for councils as 
part of the Housing Act 2004 for areas which current powers of enforcement don't quite cover what's 
potentially needed. 
Nick 

Leeds City Council you already can. You don’t need a new scheme, you already have the powers. Just 
enforce them 

£825 fee per house divided by 60months = £13.75 per month. Plus the hassle to the landlord. That 
surely equates to a rent rise of £20-30 per month for the tenant. One of your justifications is poor 
health in those areas. Tax the poor more and they eat less and heat their homes less then get even 
more unhealthy. GREAT thinking LCC. The other option is the landlords, who you say provide a 
valuable service, sell there houses. Which causes less private rental properties, so the tenants end up 
at the councils door. Haven’t seen you building many rental units recently? 

Council have confirmed that there are no plans for rent controls. Im pretty sure they dont care, so 
long as they make their £5.3million 

I think a third of landlords have confirmed they would look to move out of each area under such 
scheme. Leaving those tenants homeless 

When you say this scheme shall enable you to do checks. Does that mean you are currently unable? 

How many housing officers are employed by the private sector housing team? How many HHSRS 
checks were made in Leeds in 2017/18? 

Leeds City Council good landlords already do everything thing they can for their tenants, bad 
landlords will ignore the “licence” anyway. 

Exactly £0 shall be spent by the council on improvements, they have confirmed no funding is 
available for these 2 areas. 
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Is there anything to stop you ending a scheme early (with no refunds), then setting up another 
scheme in another "deprived" area? 

Leeds City Council ... being an accredited landlord only entitles them to a small discount against the 
£825 fee per dwelling, it does not exempt them. So one may ask, what is the point if being 
accredited? Some landlords are not in compliance and can be classed as slum. However good 
landlords, accredited or not, are being penalised and made to pay. Lcc already have the powers in 
place, just not the funding to inspect and bring poor landlords into compliance, yet good landlords 
who look after their properties and their tenants are being penalised by being charged for something 
they are already doing. In any event landlords will pass this cost down onto the tenant, they may not 
have a choice, affecting people on low income and housing benefit, forcing more to apply for 
discretionary housing benefit, at more cost to the government.  The fact that this scheme is localised 
to a certain area and not others, because of the high volume of private landlords is discriminatory in 
my view. The fact that social landlords and council properties are exempt, when many believe such 
housing is in a poor state of disrepair, is in my view discriminatory. It is a one off payment for 5 years, 
on each dwelling.  If its a house converted into 4 self contained flats, that's a big chunk of money for 
any landlord to find and to pay it upfront.  Is there any consideration from lcc to help landlords fund 
this? Are they offering loans, as some landlords will have to borrow, and borrowing within the buy to 
let market is very hard these days, something that LCC may not be aware of. It may not be possible 
for a landlord to simply strip this fee out of their cash flow. Lcc may inadvertently create a tipping 
point for some, forcing them to sell even.  Or are lcc considering breaking this fee up into monthly 
payments over the 5 years? If not, then it definitely will be perceived as a tax filtered down and 
affecting tenants on low income, hitting the poor. And I know of no other tax where you have to pay 
a lump sum up front for 5 years. Regarding the amount LCC will raise over this scheme, do we get to 
see a budget from lcc, showing how and where this money will be spent? I'm sure many people 
would be interested, and I welcome your comments. 
XXX  XXX 

XXX I have put this to LCC in the thread, because they are implying that if landlords are accredited 
they are exempt ... 
Leeds City Council ... being an accredited landlord only entitles them to a small discount against the 
£825 fee per dwelling, it does not exempt them. So one may ask, what is the point if being 
accredited? Some landlords are not in compliance and can be classed as slum. However good 
landlords, accredited or not, are being penalised and made to pay. Lcc already have the powers in 
place, just not the funding to inspect and bring poor landlords into compliance, yet good landlords 
who look after their properties and their tenants are being penalised by being charged for something 
they are already doing. In any event landlords will pass this cost down onto the tenant, they may not 
have a choice, affecting people on low income and housing benefit, forcing more to apply for 
discretionary housing benefit, at more cost to the government.  The fact that this scheme is localised 
to a certain area and not others, because of the high volume of private landlords is discriminatory in 
my view. The fact that social landlords and council properties are exempt, when many believe such 
housing is in a poor state of disrepair, is in my view discriminatory. It is a one off payment for 5 years, 
on each dwelling.  If its a house converted into 4 self contained flats, that's a big chunk of money for 
any landlord to find and to pay it upfront.  Is there any consideration from lcc to help landlords fund 
this? Are they offering loans, as some landlords will have to borrow, and borrowing within the buy to 
let market is very hard these days, something that LCC may not be aware of. It may not be possible 
for a landlord to simply strip this fee out of their cash flow. Lcc may inadvertently create a tipping 
point for some, forcing them to sell even. Or are lcc considering breaking this fee up into monthly 
payments over the 5 years? If not, then it definitely will be perceived as a tax filtered down and 
affecting tenants on low income, hitting the poor. And I know of no other tax where you have to pay 
a lump sum up front for 5 years. Regarding the amount LCC will raise over this scheme, do we get to 
see a budget from lcc, showing how and where this money will be spent? I'm sure many people 
would be interested, and I welcome your comments. 

XXX Ask them, write to your councillor. Ask what do they think? 
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Not even gonna read it and I bet a million pound it’s another tax that will get passed onto those near 
the bottom! 

Why don’t you put the proposed cost of the licence Leeds Chitty Council? Another money making 
scheme to hit the poorest!!!! 

Hi Adam, the cost is stated on our website and on the other social media posts we've done about 
this. If you haven't seen these, the licence will cost £825 and that will last for the full 5-year scheme. 
The selective licensing law (Housing Act 2004) also states that councils can't make a 'profit' from 
selective licensing schemes, and therefore this fee that's been proposed is what will fund the 
administration. It's up to the landlords if they want to pass this cost on to their tenants. 
Nick 

But what shall the cost actually go towards? Keeping housing officers in a job whilst those at the 
bottom of the pile may be evicted or homeowners could lose thousands off their property value by 
being slum labelled, doesnt seem to cut it. 

Its madden. When we searching for property lack of disabled properties for under 60s in private & 
council sector. some i wouldnt put a dog in.the now emtpty propertieswwhich was once used gor 
students who now gone to the new flats.should be done up &allow for local people to live in them. 
.all seem the new   build  for student.not local people who still on the waiting list.  

XXX 
In terms of the scheme being discriminatory - the legislation is laid down by the Government and this 
provides for the exemptions under the Housing Act 2004. The council is following the legal process as 
per the Government intentions for selective licensing. 
The determination of the areas proposed is based on the council priority areas to address those 
areas who are not benefiting from the growth in the city. The legislation provides the criteria for by 
which a scheme may be designated. Other cities have looked at borough wide schemes but that is 
not what is proposed in Leeds. How the fees are charged is currently under review based on a recent 
legal case - though it's likely to be a two-part fee. We're looking at options to support the payment of 
any fee, but ultimately it'll be the responsibility of the landlord to pay the fee, as outlined in the law. 
We will not be able to assist in the payment of the licence fee just as we cannot assist other 
businesses who also require a licence to operate, or to support the payment of mandatory HMO 
licensing fees. The licence fee income can and will only be used for selective licensing. As with 
previous schemes, a budget is available on request. Like with anything related to the council's 
budget, a Freedom of Information Request can be made by emailing dpfoi@leeds.gov.uk 
The licence fee is not a tax... it's a licence fee. 
Hope that helps, 

Any scheme is designated based on a business case - the council cannot move to another area 
without following due process or by simply transferring the fee income. Any scheme that is 
completed early with residual income will result in that income having to be refunded to landlords. 
Nick 

In the areas where this has been proposed, this is not necessarily the case. The selective licensing 
legislation was introduced by the government to combat this. If a landlord renting out a property in a 
selective licensing area fails to have a licence, then they will face criminal charges. 
Nick 

Has there ever been any residual income after Leeds City Council cancel anything? 

As with any council scheme, how the money is spent is available via Freedom of Information request. 
The cost will go towards administering the scheme - having people available to carry out property 
checks, making sure everything's above board, and so on. 
Nick 

Either way East End Park and Beeston & Harehills are totally different. In terms of numbers, issues 
and ways to deal with those issues. Spending millions on small sections of east end park and 
NOTHING on areas that are around 10 times bigger makes any comparison absolutely irrelevant. 

Page 412



Appendix 12 

 

Under HHSRS legislation, are you as a public authority not already obliged to carry out inspections?  
Can you illustrate the causal link between Health & Safety (that you already have) in private homes 
and anti social behaviour/fly tipping that you are piggybacking this "Slum Labelling" scheme onto. 

They do this in Liverpool!! 

Written to our councillors no reply 

So council tenants are going to be charged so that private rented accommodation is OK for people to 
live in...and the landlords are going to contribute how much from these over priced houses...unless I 
have read that wrong...wtf goes through their minds...leeds city council don't bother with the shit 
they rent to people so how can they do this...wonder if any MPS rent out as private landlords. 

The only people being charged this fee are private landlords - definitely not council tenants. 
Nick 

They are trying to make up their short fall elsewhere from Central Government. I do not agree with 
this, I hope this will be boycotted and heavily resisted.. Leeds City council is discriminating and 
directly targeting the poorest and most vulnerable. Go and tax the neighbourhoods that can afford 
it.. Hands out of the pockets of the poor. 

Under part One of the Housing Act we have a duty to address hazards and condition of properties. 
Selective licensing purely addresses the management of the property and specifically excludes part 
One of the Housing Act from the license conditions of any designated scheme. 

Leeds City Council is this for private landlords houses ? 

Leeds City Council awww  good...thanks nick 

Leeds City Council and how will you deal with all the landlords that will sell up. You can't manage the 
social housing waiting list as it is. Bad idea from a council that leap from one hair-brained vanity idea 
to next. 

XXX seize properties the landlords own these properties the tenants dont have to live there they can 
allways move out ? 

Listen everyone if there were no private landlords in this country these people would be out in the 
streets as there has been a massive influx of people through not policing our borders properly also 
theres no budgets to build social housing I rest my case 

You won't see or hear from our councillors until when it's election time 

Leeds City Council that's far too much!!! Almost £200 a year. Nearly £14 a month on top of our rent, 
but you know that the landlord will just throw an extra 50 quid a month on for all the extra hassle 
and extra repairs they will be doing. Time to consider getting out of Leeds? 

XXX I've just worked out that exact same thing, and that was before I read your comment, and I come 
to the exact same conclusion, great minds or just common sense? 

Surely if you kept up to rogue landlords more efficiently you wouldn’t need this. Landlords already 
pay a lot to provide safe properties to rent, it’s the rogue landlords who don’t conform and cause 
problems. They should be banned from renting out properties for life if they keep on taking the pi**, 
hit them In the pocket 

This cost will be passed on to the tenants. It’s not just about the licensing cost but also the hoops the 
landlords will have to jump through following the inspections just to get the licences. Many landlords 
will just sell up and leave it to Leeds city council to provide rented properties. Who will be paying for 
that one? 

What about the rogue tenants? 

XXX what about them 

thinking about it !!!! my arse your counting the extra income already !!!! this will only affect honest 
landlords !!! all the dodgey crappy rentals your aiming this at will not be ‘declared incomes’  
wake up people... this is another angle to tax people !!!!! 

XXX Right but that then leads to a massive de-valuation of real estate doesn't it? (What happens 
when every landlord in the country wants to sell up at the same time?) Which'd hurt middle/lower 
class home owners (typically their homes are their most valuable asset) the most wouldn't it? 
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Well that's why I was advocating baby steps. Personally I think it would be of benefit in the long term 
to remove the idea of letting for profit. I think the best idea is to build adequate social housing, but 
the difference could do with being made up in the meantime through eliminating problem landlords. 
Id have less of a problem with BTL if there was enough social housing that private renting was a 
legitimate choice and not just what people are stuck with. How you doing anyway dude? 

The landlord will just pass this cost (and probably add on a bit more) to the tenant. If the tenant 
receives housing benefit it will cost the council more in the long term. Just do proper random checks 
to catch rouge landlords. 

The council say in a reply to a comment on here its up to the landlord if they want to pass the cost on 
to the tenant, which obviously they will. Then the housing benefit bill will go up by hundreds of 
thousands a year. A very bad poorly thought out idea. The council need to do better. 

XXX there are some. But no where near as many as good and quite poor ones. 

So licensing is not about safety? Why do your adverts and councillors repeatedly state licensing shall 
improve safety? Is this just rhetoric? Is it about stricter referencing and dealing with flytipping? Has 
Leeds City Council not got Environmental & ASB teams dealing with this? Landlords already use 
tenancies to confer rights and responsibilities to tenants. Again NO funds have been allocated for 
ASB or flytipping in these areas. In fact have Leeds City council not closed down refuse sites, placed 
charges and restrictions on their use and started making charges for dustbins? 

Doesn't make any kind of sense really if the cost is passed on to the tenant? Its greedy and absurd 
enough to cause alarm and anxiety to tenants,give yourselves a big pat on the back for tapeing more 
stuff up red,very humane and compassionate too! you must think? 

How about charging people to park their cars on the road outside their houses if they don't have a 

drive? Its not a tax,uts a reservation fee 👍 and anyone parking in the house holders bit of road can 
be either charged a parking fee or towed away and scrapped even? Much better idea eh? 

It might be Leeds 11 but it is not Beeston. 

How can it be a one off payment if it only lasts five years! 

I agree, it gets even worse when Universal Credit is inflicted onto these areas. By the way, I am 
looking into this, most of what this policy covers can be enforced by existing law, if someone 
enforced it. 

Seen it on the back of buses says it all � 

Another money making scam. To give those at the top, a pay rise for sitting in a office chair thinking 
how can we rape people of money this week. So we can get a bonus and a pay rise. 

They completely rip out any disabled adaptations in council houses however much they cost instead 
of offering a practically ready made home for someone with similar disabilities ! What a waste of tax 
payers money ! How can they justify this madness ? 

XXX . Well in reply to your question. I have had tenants in one of my properties for over 8 years. I 
comply with all my current legal obligations to the tenants on every issue. In return for the tenants 
looking after the property and paying their rent on time they have had no rent increase throughout 
the time they have been in the property. However should LCC decide to introduce licences it will 
involve inspections based on their perceived terms on safety. This could lead to things like solid 
doors having to be removed and replaced with fire doors. Escape windows on the first floor. Main 
interlinked smoke alarms everywhere. Fire blankets in the kitchen. The list goes on. We are not 
talking about a HMO here but a low risk property rented out to one family. As a result of such 
licensing and regulations I would have two options. Comply with everything and increase the rent or 
evict the tenants and sell the property. XXX your advise will be greatly appreciated. Oh and I take it 
the property you live in has all these things????? 

Completely baffled as to why you’re having a go at me?? I’m on your side ! 

Get to Beeston for your cheap properties because there are going to be some coming up for sale. 
Trouble is this will effect the value of all the other none rented properties in the area. Negative 
equity anyone? 

Page 414



Appendix 12 

 

It’s under consultation, like the Stourton Park and Ride. That work has already started on.  
You may as well just tell us what your going to do and save the cost of the pointless public meetings. 

Agree with you 100% these public meetings is waste of time .. they already made plans on what they 
going to do .. these meetings is waste of time .. useless council ... 

I lived in headingley for 42 yrs the last 17 yrs surrounded literally by students it became a student 
ghetto the behaviour pushed us to move I had 90 students next door in that time abuse noise etc the 
landlord was useless a lot of the big houses with 8-10 students the landlords did nothing some 
houses were s holes and the gardens.there were some decent landlords but a lot of dumps get rid of 
rouge landlords it gives good ones a bad name 

Leeds City Council  Not being accredited does not make you a bad landlord. Sounds like a poor 
excuse to Slum Label vibrant parts of the city that deserve better from Leeds City Council 

XXX I have been party to meetings with the council, who started this marketing it as "safety", now it 
is labelling the area a slum. Whereby landlords are meant to be Batman, whilst the council do the 
robbing... calling it a tax is being polite. 

Your selective licencing department have repeatedly failed to give a breakdown of what this 
£5million is to be spent on. 

There is no free reign, Leeds City Council have a housing inspection team at Knowsthorpe Gate, a 
Rogue Landlord unit, Environmental Health Teams and Anti Social behaviour teams. Selective 
licensing suggests that those resources are being mismanaged. 

It is being actively and proactively resisted. Being labelled a slum, in areas that give people a chance 
(try getting a house in Adel, or Alwoodley) is laughable, Especially when they are not going to spend a 
penny on improving private sector homes, then use the tagline "improving private sector homes". 

from a straw poll I believe a third of small landlords are considering selling up. A regime of 
inspections, fines and prosecutions, is going to end up with the displacement of many tenants. 

its more simple than red tape, its taxing tenants in the most challenging part of Leeds, to pay the 
wages of well heeled housing officers. 

if they could tax you for breathing air, they would... oops, I don't want to give them any more bright 
ideas 

But they market it as Beeston, so no one is aware who is affected... I wonder who benefits from 
sneaking this through... 

At a cost of £25,000... theres where that council tax went!!! 

A number of lenders do not lend in Slum Labelled areas... that means no mortgages for homeowners, 
with other lenders giving higher interest rates. 

I do not agree. Go to the public meetings, show how you feel, fill out their bogus survey. At least do 
what you can to show you know that this scam is not working. 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 
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Leeds City Council  
Your paragraph "the determination of these areas..." does not make sense to me. I'm not meaning to 
be pedantic, I just don't understand it, perhaps you could make it simpler. If a landlord is buying or 
converting a property that falls within HMO, then the landlord will have budgeted for this and it will 
be considered at the start. Whereas this proposed fee is something additional. I am staying in my 
view that for some landlords who own several properties and are already meeting good and proper 
standards will be forced to borrow or sell. It's a low income area with low rents. If landlords are 
running their business correctly there will be little spare cash, which might be a surprise for some 
people, but nevertheless true. So if the existing good landlords pull out of the area what are Lcc 
going to do? In my opinion, some will sell, probably at auction to cash buyers who won't care and 
won't comply with your standards and you can attempt to fine them but you'll have to catch them 
first. They will evade, and so how will you deal with this? Landlords fully understand that it will be 
their responsibility to pay this fee. I doubt anyone is under any illusion about this. However if 
landlords subscribe to your accreditation and regulations currently, then why are they being drawn 
into paying this additional fee? They are already meeting your criteria. If they are being penalised by 
being charged for landlords who don't meet your accreditation, then what is the point of your 
accreditation? And I agree with XXX that there are many good landlords who are not accredited 
because its of little or no benefit to them. 

When we going to start been taxed for taking a shit? 

We are totally with you. There are hundreds of people saying this (not just via facebook). 

I think it's more a case of selective hearing when it comes to selective licensing 

XXX . What people don’t understand is a lot of people have become landlords as a means of 
supplementing their pensions to avoid relying on benefits. This is because interest rates are so low. 
Landlords are continually treated like lepers and cash cows along with overburdening of regulations. 
It’s simply making landlords leave the sector altogether. This will then mean the council and the tax 
payer will have to provide the much needed accommodation instead . If tenants think things are bad 
now they are going to be in for a shock. 

XXX . Ok then lots of empty properties for cash buyers. 

XXX It's LCC attempting to appease by saying they will listen and take all views into consideration 
before a decision is made, when in fact it's a done deal, they've no intention of changing their minds. 

The website shows the truth about this licensing scam. You can even visit the bogus survey... spread 
and share 

The council fully understand it. They just want some $$$ to pay for their holiday homes. They don't 
give a toss about tenants who may eventually end up homeless because their land Lord is forced to 
sell, they don't care that they are destabilising growing communities, they only care for the money. 
Calling it a tax is being polite, it's just money to pay for their homes in the suburbs... 

They promised it's a magic bullet, but labelling areas slums and picking on the residents is horrible. 
Lining your pockets whilst pointing the finger at the landlord who helps put a roof over people's 
heads (whilst council waste £25k on false advertising) would almost be funny... save for the fact that 
people aren't as dumb as they think... 

I'm on both your sides here, it's not about landlord vs. Tenant. That's what the council want you to 
think. All whilst they pocket £5million+ for admin... 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

It's easy... They don't care about wasting money, it's not theirs. That's why they have to resort to a 
tenant tax that officially labels whole areas as slums. 

Written to the councillors, they've been silenced... Written to the MP, he's busy stabbing Corbyn in 
the back... taxing the poorest and most vulnerable communities is pretty low to be fair. 

It's either that or sell up. So it's a rent hike or eviction, which leaves some people without a weeks 
food or a roof over their head. 
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Poor little housing officers, I can see those poor souls lining up at food banks, switching off their 
lights and heating because they don't have much credit on their meter... oh sorry, I just woke up, 
they're getting £5million+ for their "admin". That's a hell of alot of stamps... 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

I don't think there are any conditions in the licensing that require "house painting"... 

Beeston has always been a migrant area though...people build themselves up from there. But for all 
the talk of mess the council has well funded Flytipping teams, maybe if they stopped charging for 
using waste sites, placing restrictions on what/when you can dump rubbish, those idiots that do flytip 
would have no incentive to do so. 

So it's not about "safety" anymore Nick? That's what your colleagues said previously? What's the 
matter, not enough wool to pull over everyone's eyes anymore... how come you guys are finally 
posting about this now? 6 weeks into consultation and now you post about this 3 times within a 
week!!! 

The fact that you're colleagues there have such a wreckage of a media policy on this is laughable. 
Anyone can see you have only started posting regularly since opposition to you was proactive... are 
your biased survey results not propping up your narrative? This did not work in Cross Green, you just 
pumped money into it...its not going to work in areas that are 10 times that size; when you aren't 
putting a penny in yourselves. 

It's not even about just money, stricter referencing requirements will leave anyone who's fallen on 
hard times, or those with patchy credit histories to be frozen out of Private housing in what are 2 of 
the most affordable areas of Leeds. Homeowners will feel the pinch too as a number of banks won't 
lend money to any slum labelled area. Bad deal all round... though not to bad for Nick, it'll help fund 
that cushy council job he's doing. 

I know someone who has 5,350,000 reasons to wanting to push this through... whether it's from 
landlords or tenants misses the point that someone is making money for NOTHING... 

It is money making scheme it's not going to benefit tenants or landlords neither to the area. The law 
for the landlords are already in a place. Council needs to cut down their own wages to cover their 
costs. 

It is money making scheme it's not going to benefit tenants or landlords neither to the area. The law 
for the landlords are already in a place. Council needs to cut down their own wages to cover their 
costs. 

Do it !! 

XXX why 

Only people can change their minds... saying nothing will only let them push it through... There are 
hundreds of people working together against this. It's simply wrong 

I just gave an example. In these areas tenants live in a poor condition houses.. There is so many 
problems, people paying rent to stay in dirty houses unsafe for kids and landlords do nothing at all to 
fix it. 

I've just paid Scarborough Council almost £800 for their scheme. 'trialled' across one ward and now 
they are talking about rolling out across others. Currently consulting. These schemes will be 
widespread. It's akin to the adage a sprat to catch a mackerel. Most landlords are decent but these 
schemes make everyone pay to make those who dodge responsibilities accountable. It's a hidden tax 
on everyone. They should have the balls the take action with offenders and not tar everyone with the 
same brush. They know who and where they are mostly but this makes money! 

I dont think its even to catch rogues, they have a specialist unit here, but now say its a management 
issue? Funnily enough it started as a magic bullet, but now theyre saying its just mobey for housing 
officers... 

I am in Leeds East CLP and Seacroft and Whinmoor Branch of the Labour Party. I believe everyone 
should have a voice. What is your main argument, the strong point. I will see what I can do. 

Selective licensing is not a tenant tax? Better regulation for private rented housing is needed in the 
uk at the moment. It wouldn’t even be a subject if there weren’t so many poor landlords out there 
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To be clear its not tenant tax so ignore tha fake news, its about regulation to do something about 
poor landlords, a huge issue at the moment in some areas of Leeds (and the UK) and why the gov 
allowed the ability for councils to introduce licensing in areas where they experience issues. This 
licensing already exists by default for HMOs (rentals over a number of people in a single property). 

This is hardly going to affect good landlords and good tenants. All for it 👍 
To be clear its not tenant tax so ignore tha fake news, its about regulation to do something about 
poor landlords, a huge issue at the moment in some areas of Leeds (and the UK) and why the gov 
allowed the ability for councils to introduce licensing in areas where they experience issues. This 
licensing already exists by default for HMOs (rentals over a number of people in a single property). 

This is hardly going to affect good landlords and good tenants. All for it 👍 

XXX. You won't even have poor landlords shortly. 

XXX It is up for consultation next week. You have my interest I will be watching to see what happens. 

Landlords will pass it onto tenants and when universal credits start in Leeds this will be an issue. 

XXX FYI 

In beeston and holbeck 😂😂 will they fk they will be too scared of being called racist seen as its all 
pakistani's that own most of the slums in these areas!!!!!! 

Leeds shitty cuntsall are the worst landlord in the world 

You work for them 

You are its called cuntsall tax 

Leeds shitty cuntsall being one of the worst 

Do it private landlords here in crossgreen allow tenants to be antisocial and the property's look like 
slums yes leeds look after our housing and local residents 

Councils have burdened people with increasing council tax, parking charges hikes and this is another 
attempt to make extra cash. Government and insurance companies are ripping off car users. The life 
in Britain is becoming difficult day by day. I see number of beggars and homelessness is increasing in 
Leeds. One way roads, obsolete roads, Leeds City soon will become a third world city. People sitting 
in the Parliament and in council chambers are reaping the benefit for themselves. 

They may the air that we breath 

XXX. Asian areas are easy target for them. 

XXX exactly 

comments are my own from personal experience (studied housing and built environment with 
related social studies at leeds met now beckett) also lived in private rented accom all my life and 
know good and poor landlords alike 

er, thats my money. 

Off corse it will affect the rents what planet are you on Leeds council. 

Sounds a bit like social cleansing 

It should be for ALL properties rather then per each. And no doubt just to make more money for their 
pockets, it will be a couple of hundred pounds for each,and I can see more landlords selling 
properties  and more importantly MORE homeless families. My landlord owns quite a few and to 
think he or us will incur more charges. My landlord is one of the decent ones too. 

When council state ”it’s not a tax”...... It’s really saying “It is a tax but we’ll call it something else”!  
And you are definitely correct in that the property owner will pass the cost of the ‘Selective Licence’ 
on to the tenants, the cost could not be absorbed elsewhere. 

So landlords, and when I say landlords I mean tenants, are now going to incur extra charges for the 
pleasure of knowing the council will do exactly what they are already currently doing? How about 
don't impose the levy, proactively inspect more properties, and charge the landlords you see fit and 
necessary for doing so? Good, fit, proper and decent landlords are already suffering by being charged 
more in admin fees by agents since fees for tenants are prohibited, now charges for this as well, just 
seems the rogue landlords will get away with it whilst the honest ones will pick up the bill for it 
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Why not rely on information from residents and then accurately target the landlords in breach of 
current regulations rather than charge all of them for the pleasure of the ones who are? Seems to me 
like saying the crime rates in these areas are higher so we need more police, so we'll charge all the 
residents of these areas the same council tax but an extra security charge (or tax or levy or whatever 
else you want to call it) for extra police on the ground? This is a reactive not a proactive measure 
targeting the ones who care picking up the bill for those who don't 

I know what you mean but that is the way the powers given by government, it is area based and does 
not allow councils to discriminate individual landlords. Generally private landlords are not regulated 
in this country (except where hmo licenses are applicable). Crazy really when you think about the 
commodity they sell (a persons home!) 

I do not agree. What is fake about it being a tenant tax. The council are not putting anything in place 
thats not already there. Selective licensing is not about rogue landlords, they have a unit for that... if 
it actually worked it would not have been restricted in 2015 and would not currently be under 
review. Calling it a tax is being polite. 

Landlords are regulated. To let any property you have to be aware of around 100 bits of legislation... 
Im sure you learnt alot in class, but its not the real world. Ive had a number of good and bad curries, 
doesnt make me a michelin starred chef. 

Cross Green had selective licensing first. Thanks for showing us that this works. 

Dont accept this line of "its a done deal" the council have put out there. Its not. Take five minutes 
visit: www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Planet "were going to net £5.35 million for doing nothing"... 

Look up "rogue landlords unit" knowsthorpe gate. It should show you that council has a team of fully 
trained and well funded officers who target specific landlords... 

The council are using Anti social behaviour & flytipping as an excuse to TAX tenants. No measures 
have been mentioned on how to reduce these. Some councillors are quiet on the issue. But of course 
closing down refuse sites, charging for bins and bulky waste and having a LCC rubber stamped red 
light district have nothing to do with those issues... 

Theyre also the largest landlord in Beeston & Harehills...maybe theres a link there 

No maybe about it the robbing cunts 

And they have the cheek to post on a social media site 25 billion in the coffers 

They banks and greedy politicians got us in debt and the greedy cunts want us poor to bail them out, 
scummy no good fucking dirty cunts 

I thought by law landlord had to provide a safe place anyway? 

Its funny how all the local councillors and council workers have been told to say "its a done deal" like 
its a foregone conclusion. Clever way to stop people from actually engaging with the Council. 

XXX 😂😂😂 crack smoking inbred 

Its just their way to say "we consulted" with everyone. When all they have posted is a set of lies, 
blaming private tenants for ASB/Flytipping, hoping they will turn on their landlord. 

The best part of it is when people sleepwalk into believing them that its about the area, that these 
guys arent just trying to pull the wool over everyones eyes... 

Cross Green had millions and millions spent in there (it was THE pilot), even then it was only the main 
streets. Beeston + Harehills will have NOTHING spent on the area. Ask them, all you will get is guff... 
dont fall for it. 

Lets be honest; calling it a "tax" is being polite... people arent dumb enough to fall for it though 

Safety is dealt with under HHSRS regulations. This CANNOT be part of licensing; so now theyre 
scraping the barrel by saying Antisocial Behaviour & Flytipping are why they are doing this; but then 
cannot outline a single policy that can help with these actual issues. Nevermind the fact that there is 
NO evidence that tenants in private homes are the cause for these issues. 

I think colorful descriptions aside, councillors, bankers and public sector all pee in the same pot... so 
unless we collectively complain, tenants and owners are in line to get a good shafting 
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Think you’ve gone a little off course there? Landlords are not regulated, what you refer to is the law 
which by your definition means that everything is regulated. Regulation means a more hands on 
approach. Generally the private rented sector has been left to the market to decide, there are certain 
laws there to protect tenants and landlords yes but it it is very much up to tenants yo fight for their 
own rights which as we all know is impossible given the cost of legal action. The consultation barely 
explains much at all, agreed, but the concept is good as long as it is implemented well 

Just another trick by LCC to STEAL people’s hard earned money! 

How will this help poor tenants? How will this control antisocial behaviour? How will help tidy up 
dilapidated areas and property? How will this make money for LCC? 

Why aren't all tenancies regulated equally anyway? 

More bull shit and beaurocracy, to keep them all in jobs in other words. Whatever it cost the owner 
it will be passed on to the tenant in one way or another. 

Leeds shitty cuntsall  you should think about fixing the roof of my block of flats instead of having the 
extractor fan running 12 hours a day above my head keeping me up all night You have the money to 
fix this so fucking fix it 

The sector is regulated. Bit controlled. Improving standards comes from incentivising investment not 
penalizing the whole for issues of the very few 

Just not true really, incentivised investment just creates investment but the objective remains profit 
with no guaranXXX of quality. And regulation does not exists yet - there are some controls in 
statutory regulation but like I say its generally up to the tenant/landlord to enforce. There are very 
little hands on safeguards for quality control 

Speak with your votes next time they come asking for support..councillors who want to take the side 
of council and not the people that voted for them should have the door firmly closed on their face 
next time they knock 

Last question is easy. £5.35million in fees. Confirmed NO money for Improvements to houses...so 
make your own mind up 

Can somebody at LCC confirm what the take up for inspecting properties will be if they introduce this 
license? Will lcc inspect all properties that are subject to this license? I've heard a rumour that the 
take up will only be in the region of 10% because there won't be the resources for more than that. 
Anybody? 

It is a tax it is a common sence any business can not  afford to pay from their own pockets. How 
come council increases council tax every year because they claim they need to meet their costs. The 
council is playing with fire in future may be no one offer the house to DSS. 

It's not a done deal... 

To be fair, under licensing, stricter referencing + credit checking shall make it very hard for those with 
patchy work/credit history to get a private rent. 

A really poorly thought out proposal 

XXX These council lot are taking the fucking piss bro, I think we should all stop paying council tax also. 

Council are just pulling the wool over people eyes...ripping people off. Don't let the them get away 
with it.  www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

More homeless due to this as any costs will be added to tenants rent fees . This council sucks the life 
out of people 

It’s not been effective in other areas of England & Wales so it’s not going to work here. This is just 
another income generator for the council and little, if anything, for the Landlord. Costs will be added 
to the rent making the property attractive only to the high earners. 

Stealth tax 

XXX I totally agree this council sucks the life out of its tennents. Especially those on a low income who 
are entitled to feck all help. 

Not very stealthy either 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 
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What are these mystical super powers? Don't tell me the licensing team are going to turn into 
Batman and start fighting crime and antisocial behaviour in Beeston and Harehills 

whether you agree or not, go to a meeting and have your say- the council are inviting you to do just 

that ✅ 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Good idea 

You know, I've seen a lot of moaning by landlords about this on social media but just stop for a 
minute and consider why things have reached the stage where this is necessary. I am owner-occupier 
living in Beeston Hill and like many of my neighbours believe that irresponsible and greedy 
landlordism is slowly ruining our community. We are all getting fed up of neglected, hugely 
overcrowded properties, flytipping, gardens full of weeds, rubbish and furniture, loud parties/ 
shouting / anti-social behaviour, and a constant churn of transient tenants on short-term let's who 
have no stake or pride in our community as they know they'll be moving on again in six months. 
Maybe if some of these absent investor landlords took responsibility this wouldn't be needed. But 
from where I'm standing, this is a long overdue measure needed to encourage landlords to up their 
game (and maybe push some of the worst ones, who shouldn't be responsible for other people, out 
of the business altogether.) 

Rogue land lords unit, ASB unit, environmental health and cooperation from everyone is the most 
efficient way to deal with the issues you have described. £5.35million for nothing really doesnt do a 
thing. 

Dont be like Gertrude here, and let the wool get pulled over your eyes by Leeds City Council. Attend 
Hamara, Beeston on Wednesday 19th September between 3-8 and tell the council YOUR truth about 
selective licensing. 

Everything described in the post is already a legal requirement of landlords. Licensing does not affect 
conditions though the coincil dont promote this fact. Feel free to call and ask them directly. 

Seems like Concil are doing the robbing! 

Landlords are saying that this will be passed on to tenants. It won't, it will be used as an excuse to 
raise the rent above covering this cost. Private tenants are already being ripped off with unjustified 
charges by letting agents, poor housing from slum Lords (Beeston has more than its fair share). I 
think the license is a good idea, but we need a fair rents tribunal too. 

Its a stealth tax and it will not benefit tenants in any way shape or form...the money is not going to 
be invested back into these areas but put into a pot for lcc to use elsewhere...everything that they 
are going to achieve by charging this fee is already happening instead now they want landlords to be 
the garbage collection people, law enforcement and watever elsw they can think of...services we 
already pay for with council tax....tenants will have to pay more rent to cover the license fee and 
most people are already close to being homeless so great help that will be. 

Yes but landlords don't do it 

Bit like selective planning permission then 

What proof is there that they dont. Even the council confirm that most landlords are compliant...by 
contrast LCC are the city's largest landlord. They are not compliant 

Its not just the fee but increased workload. Council are charging £5.35million for ??? Rents in 
Beeston and Harehills are the cheapest in Leeds. Any tribunal would see that. 

Its great that LCC can fool some of the people all of the time, and all of the people some of the time. 
Licensing is not designed for housing conditions, even councils own literature states maintainance of 
outside areas is a tenant issue. So what will this achieve? Higher rents, evictions, disturbance, 
displacement & dropping house values. 

Not so stealthy... www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

XXX they're the cheapest because the area has been allowed to deteriorate over the last 30 years. 
Much of that has been caused by houses being turned into bedsits and flats. Just because it's the 
cheapest area, doesn't mean rents are fair. The whole private housing rental sector needs a root and 
branch overhaul. I've helped people who's landlords didn't even have gas safety certificates and 
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when tested, gas fires, ovens and boilers have been condemned. If the license prevents one landlord 
from risking someone's life, it's worth it. 

Many of us, who are Landlords, have regularly been to meetings.  The council know who we are so 
it’s easy to find us.  They do not listen to what we say - rather if they can find an additional operating 
charge for us to pay they will levy it.  They should concentrate more on those ‘hidden’ landlords who 
bring us all into disrepute. 

XXX most of the public are against this and think the money should be going into more council 
housing rather than lining landlords pockets. I was actually trying to be neutral in this message!! 

I wonder how many of the people against this are landlords with properties in these areas? 

leeds city council u fucking cock wombles !!! get back to your little cozy nests... and continue with 
your fluffy dreams dick heads ! 

any legit landlord will increase rent inline with costs... and all dodgy landlords will just carry on 
without any change.  LCC - are absolute jokers looking for extra income and thats it !!’n 

I wonder how many Leeds City Council workers have been pressurised by management, to promote 
this, whilst they struggle to do their actual job. 

Anything to make money. Councils needs to reduce number of councillors. Blood sucking taxation 
system and then misc. council charges. They are crushing the ordinary citizen in the UK. 

Councillors and Councils workers remember you are suppose to work for the people of Leeds,  not 
inventing more money making schemes... Every time you post it costs someone something... Bring in 
your landlord tax and see mass houses for sale and homeless rise... 

Great idea 👍� 

To be fair, I think the councillors are an issue. Workers and those low down in the food chain are 
fighting to keep their jobs... councillors though are a joke. Showing action for photo ops, but ignoring 
issues that really matter. Beeston & Harehills concillors are a joke... 

I think it needs to be extended to hyde park and Headingley. There are plenty of nuisance students 
there which landlords should be more responsible for. 

They’ll be charging us to take rubbish to the tip next... 

The licencing scheme is dealing with management not conditions. So unfortunately, what you have is 
not under that jurisdiction...bedsits and HMOs are already licensed. If that is not working, more of 
the same will not work either. Improvement can only be made through targetting and education. 
Licensing is just a cash cow... its disgusting that LCC are whoring safety just to get their pieces of 
silver... 

Hahaha...and they wonder why flytipping is escalating... 

Licensing is about money. Dont be fooled. Hyde Park and Headingley are under HMO Licensing... if its 
not working there, where most money is made, then what hope is there in the cheapest end of the 
market? 

By the way Beeston and Harehills have always been the cheapest areas to live. They are springboards 
not slums...some may need attention, but LCC have powers to deal with those already. NO money is 
going to be spent anywhere in Beeston and Harehills...so where is that £5million going to go? 

XXX, I lived in Beeston from the early 80s until 2 years ago, in the early 80s it wasn't full of bedsits 
and houses split into flats. It was a reasonable area. It's not anymore, it has become an immigrant 
ghetto. 30 years ago it wasn't considered a springboard, it was a happy mixed community.  It's about 
time that landlords were properly regulated. HMOs don't include properties that have been divided 
into flats. 

I remember there in the 1960s and 70s it's awful place now most of it run down in places ! 

XXX, it used to be okay, local butcher, grocer, paper shop, bakers etc. It's all takeaways now. 
Depressing really. 

Exactly 

It isn't about money, it's about improving the quality of rented accomodation by requiring landlords 
to have a licence. 

Evidence please XXX. 
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XXX, where do you pluck these figures from? 

No XXX, it does not. Once again, please provide sources. 

XXX, local elections next year for each Councillor elected to the third seat for their ward, stand for 
election and prove us all wrong. 

You do know that some of our Councillors are also Landlords  Especially in Harehills 

This is an absolute joke I’ve lived in A leasehold apartment for 23 years and have to constantly 
complain about the shoddy management of the block when I pay over £100 per quarter each year in 
service charge the building is almost derelict with overgrown gardens cracked hazardous pathways 
and dirty communal areas and stairways... I have cleaned communal areas myself and paid 
thousands in garden contractors to maintain the gardens ... pull your fingers out you jokers ... or I 
shall go to the press 

1.LCC ad Selective Licensing: Improving Private Rental Homes. When asked under FOI, council admit 
that NO funding for improvements to housing in Beeston + Harehills  
2. Council state that they cannot make profit from this scheme. Council go onto admit that they shall 
raise £5.35million. 
3. Council now state they may be willing to look at potential funding, should this scheme get green 
lit, though then provide no detail on where such funding shall come from. They are currently 
£39million in debt. 
4. Council say this is not a tenant tax. Then state that costs shall probably be bourne by tenants. 
5. Councillors asked not to critiscise/promote licensing, then some (particularly from the the party 
you support) utilise social media to promote it. But do not respond to constituents. 
6. Council state that labelling entire areas as SLUMS is a positive thing (5.35 million reasons for that) 
though again forget about the people who shall have lower house prices, higher rents, and 
reputational damage from being associated with a slum.  
7. Leeds City Council state to tackle inequality and issues like period poverty, but then freely admit 
that this measure shall push up rents in the poorest parts of the city. Think about that, the most 
disadvantaged and vulnerable people (tenants & residents) paying through rent and hiked mortgages 
/insurance premiums. A few pounds matter most to poorer people. Rather than give you a 
dissertation with bookmarks and footnotes, I am sure you can dig around this yourself. A lie is a lie, 
regardless of any political allegiance... 

This another scam by the council 

XXX but the point is that those services are all struggling to keep up. Partly because we have a govt 
hell-bent on destroying all public services by starving them of cash, partly because the problem is so 
ingrained and widespread now that conventional EH and ASB services just can&t keep up. It's clear 
that some areas of this city have been targeted by rogue landlords because of the big, cheap houses 
and lack of interest (until now) from various agencies. FWIW, I've never ever met a poor landlord. 
They can afford this 

So another name for bedroom tax😠 

Leeds City Council email from the Selective Licensing team. 6500 Properties are estimated to be part 
of the PRS in Beeston & Harehills + £825 license fee per property = £5.35million. Not a figure plucked 
from anywhere, but straight from the horses mouth (email selective.licensing@leeds.gov.uk for 
confirmation). It seems that some people don't mind being led on... most people don't. 

As for evidence. There has been no actual evidence to support the view that private rental tenants 
are to blame for ASB or Flytipping. Indeed many social tenures and people from outside these areas 
use the quiet backstreets and ginnels to dump s#@t. This is plainly wrong. LCC and West Yorkshire 
police have yet to provide information showing a causal link between these issues. It is wrong to 
blame who classes of people, especially in disadvantaged areas for things most know nothing about. 
Labelling tenants as problematic, areas as slums, and further devaluing those areas with punitive 
measures only deepen the issue.  With regard to rich/poor landlords. The costs shall filter through to 
tenants. Those who can afford it shall be poorer, those who cant shall have real problems. The 
problem with professionalising a sector, is that it leaves little room for discretion. Even Leeds City 
Council recognise that. 
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I think we've all been part of Beeston for a while. Calling it names just compounds the issue As really 
bricks and mortar don't make communities. It was and still is a springboard. Especially for migrants... 
That is challenging, but HMOs are licensed. Flats have to go via planning (with associated fees), either 
way Licensing doesn't solve diddly squat. Just charges the residents and officially slum labels the 
place. 

XXX, HMOs aren't always declared, neither are conversions into flats. The license fees will make it 
harder for people to get away with that. Being a landlord is a business, businesses have expenses 
which are tax deductible. The place is a shit hole these days, mostly due to rogue landlords, who's 
only interest is profit. That's why I left. 

But would their properties be inspected like everyone elses 

Whether people agree with this tenant tax, or believe the council's magic bullet theory; attend the 
drop in meetings. It is a con-sultation, but how are you going to know if you don't attend? 

XXX exactly - use your voice!! 

I think you should do a freedom of information request XXX. I'm guessing your labour leanings cloud 
your judgement when it comes to analysis...as I've said previously, what evidence there that this 
actually works? Why is it under government review? Why does the government want to restrict it's 
use further? 

I see XXX has left the building? 

The council already have all the powers they need to inspect and force bad  landlords to comply. This 
fee will force some good landlords to sell and move out, opening the market to cash buyers at 
auction who are out to make a fast buck and who don't care about tenants or the area.  
   If lcc are classing it as a slum area, who's responsible? There are council properties and social 
housing properties as well as private landlords, yet they are exempt from any fees or pressure. It isn't 
one rule for all. There are many good landlords, some are accredited some not, but they are doing 
their best through challenging times.  For example, what about tenants with mental health issues 
who don't allow their landlords past the front door? The landlord can evict them if they want, but 
they are in need. Good landlords recognise the element of social responsibility and are not in the 
business of making vulnerable people homeless. But there are some tenants who won't allow a 
council inspection , and that will result in a big fine for the landlord  (£30k), so an eviction would be 
necessary, and that person would go where? The council won't house them, so what is to happen? 
   My point is that this is about raising money for the council to create some jobs and give them a 
purpose for a few years. They have piloted this before and it's shown not to work. But putting the 
money to one side for a moment, there are other social issues at play here. And not all landlords are 
out to rip off tenants with no conscience. Some are... true. But this policy doesn't take care of that. 
Nor does it protect and safeguard the vulnerable in our society. 

You're talking out of your backside. Calling people's homes a shithole. In the 80s; that golden era you 
talk about, people had to walk in daylight for fear of being attacked. Or racially abused. Windows 
regularly smashed, petrol poured through letter boxes, homes vandalised. And you think it's actually 
bad now? Maybe you need to open your eyes; thank God were not going back to the swatstika 
daubed 80s; where walking to the local shop could end up with you getting your face smashed 
in...but yeah, improvements in the economy, housing stock and cultural integration have been 
brilliant. If you don't like the area; stay the hell away. For most of the rest of the people that call it a 
home, it is just that, a home. You left; that's your problem...get over it. 

If you want to be elected feel free. But of course you don't feel free to face facts. You asked for 
evidence you got it...at least you have an opinion, that should be applauded. 

Once again a Leeds City  council SCAM. They will do anything to raise coffers. Sad council. 

Can you the council go sort my daughters damp problem out a  AGAIN 

You state - Compared to legislation that's already in place, selective licensing laws give councils 
greater powers to deal with problem landlords and to help improve the way private rented houses 
are managed, making sure that tenants can have safe and comfortable homes. For example, in a 
selective licensing area, landlords would need to provide gas and electrical safety certificates, keep 
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fire alarms in working order and ensure furniture at their property is safe. YOU FORGET TO STATE - 
These checks are already in place with current legislation & should be managed by you now within 
your existing budgets. YOU FORGET TO STATE - Each property / Flat will be charged a TAX of £825. 
YOU FORGET TO STATE - that this cost will be passed onto each tenant & there will more than likely 
be an additional admin charge to cover the cost of completing this additional paperwork so it's likely 
to be closer to £1000. YOU FORGET TO STATE - in reality the tenants will end up paying for your new 
TAX AS RENTS WILL RISE TO COVER THESE COSTS. Landlords do not have this money lying around. 
Rental property is a business just like any other. YOU FORGET TO STATE - there is a strong likelyhood 
that existing tenants will not be able to pay this extra TAX & therefore are likely to be evicted. YOU 
FORGET TO STATE - not a single penny of this £825 TAX will go to anything but staff administration. 
WHO LOSES - EVERYONE EXCEPT THE COUNCIL. - BRING IT ON - REAL BENEFIT. Also with universal 
credit kicking in - the tenants will really be on a roll - late benefit payments & higher rents. 

XXX - no disrespect, but this is one of the cheapest areas to live in. So you will get the people on very 
low incomes living in this place. They high turnover is due to the way people live. Sometimes they 
simply move to avoid a debt or not pay 2 or 3 months rent. Sometimes they move to avoid paying 
any overdue bills. Most landlords want their properties to be looked after as it's a long term 
investment & they want tenants to stay otherwise it's more work & cost to keep managing a change 
not to mention a couple of months lost rent. You only see & hear 1 side of the story. If private 
landlords didn't exist there would be a lot of homelessness. The majority of these people renting 
cannot afford to buy as they dont earn enough. Thats the same all over the world 

I think some people are looking through rose tinted specs. The nature of the housing tells you it was 
always the cheapest area in Leeds. Not just now but since they were built - No gardens, back to back 
terraced houses to squeeze as many people into 1 piece of land. Racism was rife. The streets are far 
better now than 15 years ago. That's why the prices have risen from 5k or less. Fly tipping exists 
because the council doesn't collect the rubbish regularly & charges for everything at the local waste 
sites. If people are on low incomes then they wont spend money disposing of rubbish when you can 
just dump it on the street. This is not the landlord's fault it's the person / company dumping the 
rubbish. If you think your rented property is not up to scratch then move. No one forces anyone to 
live somewhere.  In case you haven't realised the £825 will only be going to fund extra council 
administration - the council is not using a penny to improve the area. The landlord is not a bank - 
they will need to cover this cost & so rents will rise & more people will suffer. Supersonic thinking. 

XXX, your completely wrong. Not all of Beeston is or was back to back housing, my house was a 
through terrace on 4 floors,  much of the area was built when Morley was being mined. The back to 
backs were built for the miners families and the through terrace houses were built for the more 
senior workers. I don't know where you get £5k 15 years ago from. As for racism, it's still rife now, fly 
tipping wasn't anything like as bad as it is now. 

But that is the same in any walk of life, some mechanics rip people off, some builders rip people off, 
some landlords rip people off... But the truth is, most don't. Most tenants want to live in their house 
free from harassment; the contact time under SL shall lead to just that. If the area is officially slum 
labelled, the residents have depreciating house values, the tenants have higher rents and instability 
as evictions rise, no one actually gets any better deal. Except Leeds City Council... £5.35million, from 
the pocket of the tenant... 

Beeston and Holbeck is mostly back to backs. There are pockets of larger terraced houses, but it is 
mostly back to backs. As for rubbish, it is greatly contributed to by council policy, and by 
irresponsible behaviour. But again, there is no actual evidence to show that Private rented homes are 
the cause. Large HMOs are generally licensed, there is new policy for additional licensing of 
undeclared HMOs. But selective licensing does not contribute to the local areas it is foisted upon. It 
does create revenue for the council, who then spend £5.35 million on lots and lots of stamps and 
envelopes... 

XXX, we are not going to agree on this. You have your point of view and I have mine. If I had my way, 
I'd end all private renting and put it in the hands of the state. The vast majority of landlords I've dealt 
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with professionally over the years, are not interested in their tenants or improving the properties, all 
they want is the income for a little input as possible. 

And how does having a license exactly improve the standard of a house. LCC have admitted SL 
legislation is about management and conditions, £5.35 million going to the council with NO 
improvements. Seems like it is really about money 

XXX  very true 

Be alright if you actually completed repairs... no one to enforce you is there... 

Leeds City Council yes josh she as they was supposed to sorted the problem our 4month ago 

Money money money ! Leeds city council stop ripping off sections of people and organise yourselves 
better. You have long squandered public money on shite stuff. Give me a job and I will sort your 
housekeeping out. 

Seen a number of these in Beeston today. Looks like local businesses don't agree either... 

Leeds city council can't sort their own property out . I've had sewage and waste water pouring into 
my cellar for 12 years , from their property's . They don't care how people are forced to live 

If private landlords didn't exist then there would be a massive availability of houses which would 
bring property prices down to a point where everybody could afford to buy there own home. 

Let's be honest. They are not compliant. They don't have the correct alarms and fire doors.. .But it 
doesn't matter as it's only council tenants lives they put at risk...then point the finger her at the 
private sector... 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Looks like many Leeds' small businesses are giving the tenant tax the thumbs down.. . 

I think the message is clear, we do not want selective hearing when it comes to selective licensing... 

I don't think their properties are in the marked zones judging by the councillor interests section on 
the LCC website & so they won't be affected. That's why they are avoiding all our requests & aren't 
bothered who gets stuffed by this tax 

Go have a look at the LCC managed ones then you will understand the difference. Grenfell Towers 
was a council owned block owned by the richest council in the land. How well was that maintained? 
Ultimately everyone has the choice - if you don't like what's on offer there is the choice of moving on 
to another place or buying your own. Private landlords invest thousands of pounds in their properties 
in order to buy them & then run them. It's a long term business & with all due respect houses in 
these areas cost the amount they do for a reason. This is far less than other areas & so the rental 
returns are far less. So ultimately the amount of investment will be far less. Why else do we have 
hotels marked as 1 star & others marked 5 star. BTW It was the state that sold off it's properties to 
people renting. 

XXX, why should council tax payers pay for landlords rubbish disposal, being a landlord is a business. 
There is no charge for domestic residents to use the tip, it only charges for commercial vehicles to 
use the tip. Bins are already collected weekly. Too many people want everything for free. Someone 
has to pay.  In my experience most of the fly tipping is done by businesses. As for the property prices, 
those were certainly not the average prices for the area 15 years ago. 

Maybe attend Inner East Leeds City Council on Wednesday at 18.00 and ask them directly  
Would be pleased to hear ARIF Hussein's comments ! 

Who says its landlords rubbish? Leeds City council charge Everyone to ditch waste (plaster, soil, 
ceramic, bricks etc). Landlords are not responsible for fly tipping. There is no evidence to actually 
show this.  Property prices in the bottom end of Beeston and even in Holbeck was really depressed 
around 2000. Back when ckuncils were flushed with cash, you have to wonder why they didnt buy 
these properties and rent them out themselves.  We dont agree in terms of politics or economics 
(who does?) . I do agree it was better having a mix of shops on the main road. But the sad fact is they 
dont survive. Business rates, even in Beeston are pretty high (council not helping there) and cheap 
baked goods, meats, groceries, vegetables from mini supermarkets have hurt small business trade. 
But people had that choice. Anti social behaviour and Flytipping are an issue the council should deal 
with more robustly. In fact, its funny how soon "housing options" call you defending problem 
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tenants, stating that efforts to deal with them are harassment. But at the end of it, no one wants anti 
social behaviour or flytipping. So I have to disagree when you state its usually businesses, theres no 
evidence to show that. Bins collections are regularly missed in Beeston. Its about the only thing £20k 
+ councillors in these areas manage to complain about... 

XXX I have reported business for fly typing along the backs of Dewsbury road on many occasions, I 
filmed them doing it. And you're wrong about LCC charging for using the tip. If you are a leeds 
resident, and not in a commercial vehicle (Van etc) there is no charge, I take garden waste etc to the 
tip regularly. 

I think interested parties should all attend their councillors surgeries. Anything has to be better than 
the eerie silence 

Looks like LCC have selective hearing on quite a few issues 

www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk 

Looks like no one wants to be slum labelled... 

Bad for tenants, residents and local businesses 

I have taken plaster board and old bricks in the back of my car when wrecking my home/doing diy. 
Leeds City Council charge. They have a guy with a chip and pin machine... I have no doubt some 
businesses fly tip. But it is mostly residential (sofas, mattresses etc). Bulk collection charges are too 
high for alot of people... 

XXX, have you got a resident sticker in your car ? I've never been charged with the sticker on view ? 
And if someone can afford a new mattress/bed etc. The £5 bulk waste charge is not excessive. Why 
should council tax be used this way. There are far more important things to spend the money on. Like 
I said, too many people want everything for nothing. 

It just keeps on rolling 

Seems we don't all agree it's a done deal 

https://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&url=https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Your%2
520guide%2520to%2520waste%2520disposal%2520charges.pdf&ved=2ahUKEwi3wbKQ6NTdAhWKB
8AKHe1hDwEQFjAAegQIBhAB&usg=AOvVaw0g0ZdfzomRQILz8zeaS20B 

Charges for waste for everyone 

Soil, rubble, plaster, slate etc. 

I do believe it's a £30 for up to 4 items. I can get rid of my own waste, but for those who can't afford 
much it is alot... 

I think the issue is that people are paying and paying but with not much in return... 

XXX  Tell you Daughter to contact the repairs team and request an appointment for a Surveyor to 
attend and assess the damp situation. Once the Surveyor has carried out an assessment they should 
then make an appointment for their contractor to attend and carry out the necessary works. I'd 
advise to take photos of the damp too in case you need to submit a disrepair claim. ( I work in Social 
Housing but not for LCC) DM me if you need any assistance x 

XXX thankyou I'll keep you in touch . It a shame LCC could not this to us 

LCC…stand by for a Judicial Review 😘 

this is just a waste of time and money to net LCC a few million: all whilst risking inflating rents and 
fuelling homelessness... so much for compassionate city 

XXX sorry but your wrong - it's only certain types of rubbish that's free. 

XXX, non commercial waste. If it's commercial waste, like any other business, you pay for it. 
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Appendix 13 

LIST OF CITY WIDE MEETINGS ATTENDED/EMAILS SENT AS PART OF THE 

CONSULTATION PROCESS 
 

City wide meetings/events attended ahead of and during the consultation period 

 
 

Date of 
Meeting/Event 

Nature of Meeting/Event 

11.07.18 Presentation to the Voice of Informed Tenants Across Leeds (VITAL) 

04.08.18 Promotion of the selective licensing consultation at Leeds Pride  

08.08.18 Attendance at team meeting at the Leeds Housing Options  

22.08.18 Meeting with the Residential Landlord Association 

05.09.18 Meeting with representatives from GIPSIL, Canopy Housing & LATCH  

12.09.18 Meeting with representatives from the Say No campaign group 

17.09.18 Attendance at LCC internal policy network meeting 

18.09.18 Attendance at the Leeds Rental Standard Board Meeting. National Landlords 
Association, Residential Landlords Association & Unipol present 

21.09.18 Meeting with Leeds City Credit Union  

24.09.18 Meeting with Housing Support Team Leader, Leeds City Council.  

03.10.18 Attendance at meeting of Cllr Anderson and representatives of the Say No campaign  
group 

10.10.18 Meeting with representatives from the Say No campaign group 

11.10.18 Attendance at the Strategic Housing Partnership Collaboration Workshop  

30.10.18 Attendance at the Refugee Family Fun Day at Woodsley Road Community Centre  
 

 

 

List of emails sent to city wide partners ahead of and during the consultation period  
 
 

Date of Email Partner 

01.08.18 Canopy Housing 

01.08.18 Gipsil 

01.08.18 LATCH 

03.08.18 Residential Landlord Association 

03.08.18 LCC Partnership Intelligence and Service Development 

06.08.18 Landlords/agents subscribed to receive updates from the Leeds Neighbourhood Team 

20.08.18 
PRS housing lead officers at surrounding West Yorkshire authorities (Wakefield, 
Calderdale, Kirklees & Bradford) 

22.08.18 Fabian Hamilton MP & Hilary Benn MP 

24.09.18 Citizens Advice Bureau 

25.09.18 Feel Good Factor 

03.10.18 MAP+ 

03.10.18 DWP 

16.10.18 Engage Leeds 

22.10.18 Learning Partnerships 
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Miscellaneous activities undertaken during the consultation period by the project team  

 
Date of 
Activity 

Detail 

02.08.18 
Email signatures updated by PRS Housing staff to include the "have your say" icon and 
a link to the Selective Licensing page on the Council’s website 

21.09.18 Paper questionnaires delivered to officers in the Housing Regulation team. 

24.10.18 
Attendance at the Merrion Hub, Leeds city centre. Information and advice provided to 
the public and questionnaires completed. 

26.10.18 
Attendance at the Merrion Hub, Leeds city centre. Information and advice provided to 
the public and questionnaires completed. 
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LEEDS CITY COUNCIL’S RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK RECEIVED  
FROM LANDLORDS AND AGENTS  

 

Over 700 comments were captured in total from landlords and agents during the consultation 
period. The majority were made on the landlord/agent questionnaire (both the paper and 
online versions) and a lesser number on the proformas completed at the drop-in events.  
 

The comments have been collated and, where possible, themed. Each theme is detailed 
below and the Council’s response to the feedback follows.  
 

The text in italics are comments that have been extracted directly from the completed 
questionnaires and proformas.   
 

 
Proposed licence fee 
   

 

Theme: The fee is too high   
 

Many comments were made about the level of the fee, here are some that are  
representative of the issue raised;  
 

 “Too high. Agree with the principle of the scheme and understand it’s need but against  
the fee”  

 “The fee should be reconsidered to that which will be reasonable” 

 “You can come and look at the house but don’t charge the £825 for it” 

 “Higher than fees nationwide.  When you look round the country at selective licensing 
schemes charges vary between £150 for 5 years to almost £2000.00” 

 “extortion,total rip off gatehead around £550 why £825”  

 “The maximum amount for licensing needs to be around £100 and no higher” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The licence fee for the duration of the scheme is proposed to be £825 per property/unit of 
accommodation. If any selective licensing scheme was to run for 5 years, this equates to 
£165 per year / £13.75 per month / £3.17 per week.  
 

A discount of £150 is proposed for members of the Leeds Rental Standard, which reduces 
the fee to £675 (which equates to £135 per year / £11.25 per month / £2.60 per week).  
 

The licensing fees charged by local authorities do vary across the country. The Council 
looked at selective licensing schemes operated or proposed by a sample of twenty local 
authorities. The proposed fee for selective licensing in Leeds is slightly above average.  
 

Licensing is a cost effective tool to improve housing management and standards of 
accommodation in the area. Any scheme needs to be sustainable over a 5 year period.  
 

The fee is however based on fully costed estimates of the predicated resources that will be 
needed to process applications and administer the scheme.   The Council cannot make a 
profit form the scheme and any surplus raised by the fee would be refunded to the 
applicants/licence holders. 
 

Theme: Are there discounts for good landlords?   
 

A number of comments were made about the availability of discounts for good landlords  
as well as the proposed fee discount for members of the Leeds Rental Standard, here are  
some of them; 
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 “What discount to good landlord?” 

 “I wasn't aware of the Leeds Rental Standard before this, I am glad that I have been  
made aware of it. However the discount for it doesn't seem large enough. I am dissuaded  
from applying to Leeds Rental Standard as it will cost me even more to do so. (£825 w/o 

LRS, or £675 + £400RLA (~£80x5years)). You see saving £150 when you're paying £400 
doesn't seem like a good deal” 

 “Should be a minimal fee for members of recognised bodies eg NLA/RLA and attended 
training” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that there are a number of landlords who offer good quality 
accommodation and manage their properties well. Unfortunately, if an area is designated  
for selective licensing those landlords would still require a licence to operate their business.  
Good landlords cannot be exempted from any scheme under the legislation but the Council  
will recognise them which will make the licensing of their properties easier. Therefore, it is 
proposed that accredited landlords, who are members of the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS)  
and are applying for a licence for properties in their ownership, will be offered an 18%  
discount (£150) on the licence fee. To be eligible for the discount, landlords would have to be a 
confirmed member of the LRS at the time of their application and the discount would be 
available to the proposed licence holder only.   
 

In order to process any licence application, all landlords are liable for the first part of any fee 
regardless of any discount and this part of the fee covers processing the application. The 
discount is offered to LRS members at the payment of the second part of any fee as this 
covers the ongoing administration and enforcement costs of the scheme as LRS members 
should require less resources as part of the enforcement of any scheme. This has been 
calculated as the likely reduction in time due to the fact the properties should already be 
managed and at a good standard in order to access the LRS scheme.  
  
In addition to paying a lower licence fee, there are other benefits of LRS membership, 
including for example access to advice and guidance; access to the Council’s Private 
Tenant Letting Scheme (PSLS) and business parking permits to allow landlords who need 
regular access to a residential parking zone to park. 
 

As well as the tangible benefits outlined above, the proposed fee discount is per licensable 
property which will help to offset membership costs for landlords with multiple properties. 
 

Theme: Proposed fee structure 
 

Many comments were made about the proposed fee structure, some concerned the 
proposal for a flat fee whilst others concerned discounts, exemptions and incentives. Some 
respondents suggested an alternative fee structure. Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “A flat fee is a regressive form of taxation that does not reflect the rental income  
 associated with the property.  A sliding scale linked to LHA levels might be more  
equitable” 

 “Landlords who comply with good housing standards should be exempt from any  
additional charges” 

 “Many good landlords in these areas and still have to pay the same fee – would not  
oppose a £50 inspection fee” 

 “As an excellent, award winning landlord, I strongly disagree with any need to pay a  
single penny towards any scheme that is aimed at bringing poor landlords or delinquent 
tenants to account. This is the equivalent to collective punishment, which in the case of  

  war, would be deemed a war crime. Asking completely blameless landlords to pay £825        
  or £675 per property is not morally indefensible. Only offenders should be subject to any   
  form of punishment (financial or otherwise), not innocent parties”       
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 “Need incentives eg. skips for clean ups”  

 “If you are going to go ahead with the licensing scheme then why not run a two tier  
system” 

 “Charge your higher fee for someone not willing to upgrade the property, but charge a  
Much lower fee for houses in good condition or ones which meet a higher EPC rating” 

 “Will those landlords who are compliant be refunded the license fee?” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The fee has to be based on the predicted costs of the overall administration of the scheme.  
To avoid ambiguity, a simple fee structure is proposed (£825 per property or unit over the 5 
year term) with no reduction for landlords with a large number of properties or landlords  
with properties that are managed to a good standard, and the fee remaining the same 
regardless of the size of a property or the level of rental income. A discount of £150 per  
licence is proposed for accredited landlords, who are members of the Leeds Rental  
Standard (LRS) and are applying for a licence for properties in their ownership. To be  
eligible for the discount, landlords would have to be a confirmed member of the LRS at the 
time of their application and the discount would be available to the proposed licence holder 
only.  
 

Exemptions to selective licensing are specified in The Selective Licensing of Houses  
(Specified Exemptions) (England) Order 2006  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2006/370/made   
 

It would not be appropriate to apply no fee at all to good landlords as their houses  
still need to be licensed and would incur costs to the Council. Similarly there is no  
provision in the fee structure for refunding the licence fee for compliant landlords as the  
Council will incur costs in administering the licence application and undertaking 
a compliance inspection.  
 

Holding a licence and being fully compliant with licence conditions will enable landlords to 
demonstrate to tenants good standards of management. This should be a positive and will 
be increasingly so when the majority of properties are licensed. The Council and other 
partners will, as the scheme develops, also make helpful information available to landlords 
and tenants on matters that benefit them such as energy initiatives; updated guidance, 
local initiatives and events etc   
 
 

Theme: Payment of the licence fee 
 

A number of questions were asked and statements made relating to the payment of the 
licence fee. Here are some of them;   
 

 “Not clear if the fee is a one off or recurring” 

 “Why not have an annual fee rather than a big lump sum?” 

 “It will be a financial pressure to have to pay for 4 properties. Would need to be paid by  
instalments over a period of time” 

 “It is unclear in the FAQs whether or not this can be paid monthly (£13.75)” 
 

LCC Response:  
 

The proposed licence fee covers the term of any scheme. Following recent case law, the 
Council will charge the fee in two installments, one part on making the application for the 
cost of processing the application and one part that will be payable only if the application 
is successful for the monitoring and enforcement of the scheme.  

 

Following the consultation, the Council has taken legal advice on the fee structure which 
makes it clear that any additional licence condition linked to payment of the fee in 
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instalments is likely be outside the legislation relating to Part 3 of the Act. Unfortunately this 
means that it will not be possible to allow payment by instalments. 
 

The Council has explored several options offered by third parties that would have allowed 
payment by instalments. However, none proved to be feasible for any scheme. 
 

Allowing payment by more frequent instalments would incur additional administrative costs 
for the scheme which would potentially increase the fee payable as the current costs have 
been calculated based on two payments. This could also result in a higher level of unpaid 
fees which would mean the Council having to realign resources in order to carry out fee 
recovery work. 
 

The risks of the issues identified in relation to the level and payment of the fee as identified 
in the feedback and the business case, need to be balanced against the strong evidence of 
deprivation and housing related issues in the area, and the need to take action to improve 
these in the area.  
 

Theme: How will the licence fee income be used?  
 

Many questions were asked and comments made as to how the Council would use the fee 
income. Here are some of them;   
 

 “What is the £825 per property going to be used for?  Is this just admin?” 

 What exactly will people get for this fee? what will you actually do? I don't mean the long 
term benefits for the area, I mean the immediate tangible results of them paying the fee?  
what will you actually do?” 

 “the fee would likely just cover administrative costs and not provide sufficient funds for  

 policing the scheme and identifying those landlords who ignore the requirement for a 
licence” 

 “Fees should not be used to mitigate redundancies. LCC budget is over stretched, SL  
should not be used to pay for housing officers” 

 “Will ALL the money raised be going toward additional officers who can route out bad 
landlords? Will it be going to compensate Landlord who rent to LHA/UC recipients who 
decide not to pay their rents? No” 

 “What investment is the Council making in return?” 

 “I do not believe that £7-800 is in any way representative of the cost of sending a person 
round to check on the property to check that it is fit for people to live in and that I am a  
good landlord. If I was paying someone £800 I would expect nearly a week's worth of  
work to be done for me, not simply a 10 minute visit, that is far, far too expensive and 
completely unfair on my tenants - who will effectively be paying for it because I will have  
no choice but to increase my rent to cover the cost” 

 “Cannot see where this figure comes from. Local authority can only charge for admin and 
visits, each of which has been shown to be £35 for the former and £77 for the latter” 

 “I don’t agree with the proposals regarding where the money will go. It should be  
re-invested in the area to help resolve the issues of fly tipping and ASB and crime” 

 “How is £825 per property which will be used for administration change the anti-social 
behaviour and crime & lack of access to services” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

Whilst the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) allows councils to charge a licence fee to cover the 
cost of selective licensing, it does not allow them to make a financial gain from it.   
 

If selective licensing is introduced in Leeds, the licence fee will cover the costs associated  
with administering the scheme. This would include the cost of implementation;   
receiving, logging and acknowledging licence applications; determining applications;  
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preparing and issuing draft and final licences together with the required accompanying 
paperwork; maintaining a public register; identifying unlicensed properties  
and inspecting licensed properties to ensure compliance with licence conditions together  
with all resultant follow up/enforcement action associated with selective licensing.    
 

In relation to the enforcement of housing conditions under Part 1 of the 2004, any work  
would be paid for from the Councils’ existing budget and not the licence fee. The Council  
would realign existing resources to support the enforcement of housing conditions  
in any designated selective licensing area.    
 

Because the privately rented properties within a designated selective licensing area would be 
visited, it would allow the Council to not only assess compliance with licence conditions  
but to also engage with landlords, agents and tenants to hear what they have to say about  
the area; to ensure they are aware of their rights and obligations; to offer help and advice  
and to ensure that needs were being met. Residents,  landlords and agents would be 
encouraged to discuss problems and issues they may have in the area which would then  
be followed up with the relevant agency, which could include for example the ASB and  
waste teams at Leeds City Council.  
 

In terms of investment, the Council would invest significant targeted resources into the  

area to tackle issues and help bring about improvements to the benefit of all.   
 

A high proportion of respondents referred to a £35 charge for administration and a £77  
Charge for a visit or inspection. It is not clear as to where these have originated or in what 
terms they relate. The Council has the right to charge for a number of different functions,  
such as the costs incurred in carrying out work in default or linked to charging under Part 1  
of the Act which has a cost structure based on the specific legislation used.   

 

Theme: Additional costs will be passed on to tenants  
 

Many respondents indicated that the cost of the licence would be passed on to tenants via 
higher rents. Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “As a business, any preset costs we incur we pass on to our tenants in the form of higher  
rent. The present proposal of the annual charge would increase the cost to tenant by  
£56.25 to £68.75 per calendar month” 

 “Only will be passed onto tenants” 

 “Rent will go up. Tenants will be evicted because they cant pay” 

  “Landlords haven’t got room to absorb the fee, tenants will get it”  

 “Why don’t you just charge the tenants? Landlords will only pass the charge on” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The actual cost over five years based on the proposed licence fee is quite small and 
equates to £13.75 per month / £3.17 per week for non-accredited landlords and £11.25 per 
month / £2.60 per week for accredited landlords.  
 

The Council acknowledges that some landlords may choose to increase the rent to cover  
the cost of a licence. For some tenants this may unfortunately mean that they have no  
option but to look for an alternative home within or outside of a designated area.  Support  
will be available from the Council for those who find themselves in this situation.  
 

It is also acknowledged that some existing tenants may face losing their home as a result  
of them not being able to pay any additional rent. Again, support will be available from the 
Council and/or partners for tenants finding themselves in this situation. Any alleged cases of 
illegal eviction will be investigated and the  appropriate action taken not just in relation to the 
specific case but it may form the grounds for looking at a specific landlord who considers this  
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as an option, to ensure that they are fully compliant with all aspects of legislation.   
 

The Councils Housing Options services which assists people threatened with homelessness  
or who are homeless is aware of the proposed schemes and is aware of the potential impact  
and demand for services and this has been taken into account.  The above provision of  
services will assist with the mitigation of any increase in homelessness as a result of the 
designation of selective licensing. 
 

The requirement to obtain a licence for a privately rented house in an area designated for 
selective licensing falls on the owner or the person having control of it, not the tenants. The 
Council cannot invoice tenants for the licence fee.   
 

The overall aim of the scheme is to improve the management and condition of the private 
rented sector in the area which should have a longer term impact on improving 
homelessness as more accommodation in the private sector will become suitable for longer 
term occupation. The risk of the issues identified related to the potential to increase rents 
needs to be balanced against the other evidence of need to take action to improve the 
housing situation in the area.  
 

Theme: Homes will be left empty or put up for sale 
 

A number of respondents indicated that they would leave their houses empty or put them  
up for sale should the area be designated for selective licensing. Here are some of the 
comments;  
 

 “Additional costs for small landlord make it unattractive … risk the rental pool decreasing”   

 “More costs (licence fee), will sell …” 

 “Tax on landlords. Landlords will leave houses empty” 

 “Extra costs and issues for landlords will lead to property market crash” 

 “Will sell up and invest in an area where landlords are appreciated NOT Leeds” 

 “The cost attached to a single dwelling with an income at current housing benefit levels  
can not be adequately funded from this income, hence the number of properties that will  
come onto the market will reduce available rental housing considerably. Cost will push 
landlords out of the market, we will start issuing notices to quit and sell our properties”  

 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that some landlords may choose to either leave their properties 
empty or sell them in order to avoid selective licensing and as a consequence there may  
be an increase in the number of empty homes. The Council will realign existing resources  
to tackle empty homes in any area designated for selective licensing.  
 

The Council works closely with the Empty Homes Doctor, an independent not-for-profit  
organisation that provides a free service to support and guide owners of empty homes.   
Also, details are held of private investors and charitable organisations who buy empty  
homes. Owners of empty homes in any selective licensing area would be made aware of  
these options as well as any potential buy back schemes. Empty homes blighting an area  
or causing a nuisance to neighbouring homes would be the subject of enforcement action,  
potential buyback schemes as mentioned above and, ultimately compulsory purchase. 
 
The above resources will assist to reduce the impact of any increase in empty properties as 
a result of any selective licensing designation. The longer term aims of the proposed scheme 
should improve demand in the area and potentially lead to longer term reduction of empty  
homes in the area.  
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Theme: Impact on maintenance 
 

Some respondents indicated that the cost of selective licensing will impact upon their ability 
to either maintain or refurbish their houses.  Here are some of the comments received; 
 

 “Additional cost would be recoupled from less frequent maintenance or taking fewer  
LHA/UC tenants”  

 “The proposed fee is excessive and would have a financial impact on large landlords,  
ultimately reducing the amount of money available to maintain and improve their  
properties” 

 “Will reduce money for landlords to actually renovate properties” 
 

LCC Response:   
 

As stated above, the proposed cost of a licence is £825 for non-accredited landlords and  
£675 for Members of the Leeds Rental Standard. Over the proposed 5 year term, this  
equates to £13.75 per month / £3.17 per week for non-accredited landlords and £11.25 per 
month / £2.60 per week for accredited landlords. Whilst it is acknowledged that the cost of  
the licence will impact some landlords, the relatively low weekly cost should be balanced  
against the potential impact of the positive changes that the schemes aims intend to achieve  
which include for example -    

 A lower turnover of tenancies - and therefore reduced business costs for the private rented 
sector - as tenants choose to stay in a selective licensing area and make their rented 
property their home 

 Properties in areas designated for selective licensing becoming more attractive to tenants 
as they are licensed and achieve certain standards.  
 

 

Theme: Cost of compliance 
 

A proportion of respondents raised concerns over not only the cost of the proposed licence  
but also the cost of carrying out works. Here are two comments: 

 “There is not only the fee but compliance cost” 

 “ … will have to put up rent by £20 to recover the cost and no doubt other costs to get it  
to licensing standard” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The proposed licence conditions consolidate what a landlord should already be doing 
regardless of whether there is selective licensing or not. Good, compliant landlords should 
not need to spend significant sums of money in order to meet licence conditions.  

 
 Selective licensing does not include compliance with Part 1 of the Housing Act 2004. 
During the consultation, some landlords mentioned a figure of £3000 to be compliant with 
selective licensing conditions when this figure actually relates to property conditions and 
works to address issues such as fire safety, falls etc and not the management costs for 
their property. The cost to ensure that a property meets the legal minimum standard is one 
which a landlord has to bear regardless of any licensing scheme.  

 
 

Theme: Selective licensing is a money making scheme for the Council 
 

Many respondents believed that selective licensing was being considered as a means to  
raise revenue for the Council. Here are some of the comments;  
 

 “Your licensing fee is simply a money raising ploy” 

 “Another money making area” 
 “The Council hasn’t got enough resources so is turning to private landlords. A way for the 

council to make money”     

LCC Response: 
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As stated above, whilst the Housing Act 2004 allows councils to charge a licence fee to 
cover the cost of selective licensing, it does not allow them to make a financial gain.  
 

The Government’s Regulatory Impact Assessment attached to SI 2006/373 on selective 
licensing makes it clear that fees cannot be used to raise extra revenue for the local 
authority. Any surplus at the end of the scheme must be refunded to the applicants. 
 
Overall the costs of the scheme to landlords, and the landlords objections to paying this 
cost, has been taken into consideration however this does need to be balanced against the 
strong evidence of deprivation in the area, the evidence of how the scheme will operate and 
it’s intended aims to improve and benefit the area and the residents of the private rented 
sector in the area that have been incorporated into the business case. 
 

 

 
Properties owned by Leeds City Council  
   

 

Theme: Why aren’t Council houses subject to selective licensing?  
 

Many comments were made about selective licensing not applying to houses owned by the 
Council. Here are some of the comments; 
     
 “Why is it only the private landlords that have to pay the 825 I have seen some council  

houses that are worse but they get off to the 825 payment” 

 “It does not cover Council and other social LL” 

 “Licensing only applies to Private Landlords. Ignores fact that social tenants on little or no 
income cause the majority of crime/antisocial behaviour in area” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

Section 79(3) of the Housing Act 2004 exempts socially let properties (both Local Authority  
and Housing Association tenancies) from selective licensing. There are other exemptions, 
which are detailed in The Selective Licensing of Houses (Specified Exemptions) (England) 
Order  2006  http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2006/370/made  
 

Theme: Conditions in Council homes   
 

A number of respondents referred to conditions in Leeds City Council’s houses. Here are 
some of the comments made; 
    
 “They don’t comply. Sort your properties out”  

 “What are LCC doing with their own houses. They need to put them in order”  

 “Leeds city council should take time to update and ensure their own properties meet the 
minimum spec before they preach and enforce on small landlords” 

 “The council has been unable to keep their own properties up to date” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council recognises that it has a significant portfolio in the area and has a part to play in 
contributing to the improvements in the area. 
 

As part of any scheme, the Council will be realigning resources to more intensely manage 
its own stock to ensure that tenants receive support and help as part of the scheme; to 
ensure that the properties are well managed and that they do not contribute to the issues in 
the area and to any issues arising from the behaviour of their tenants. 
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The properties have already received considerable investment as part of the decent homes 
programme. However, further works will be undertaken to ensure that they are fully 
compliant with all legislation, improved beyond the legal minimum and maintained to a high 
standard. This will involve extra capital investment in the area over and above existing 
planned works. 
 

 

 
Flats  
   

 

Theme: Exemptions for new build/recently renovated flats    
 

Several comments were made by landlords of new-build or recently renovated flats. Here  
is one comment relating to a flat built within the last 10 years; 
 

“…I believe XXX should be exempt from this selective license for the following reasons: 
1) XXX was renovated and flats sold as a New Build in 2010. 
2) It is managed by XXX who manage a lot of what is in the conditions (gas/ electric/  
household waste/ external structure +more) 
3) There is a caretaker in the building who deals with a lot of tenant issues quickly and 
effectively. 
4) The XXX community is very active, vocal and powerful about improvements that can be 
made. 
5) The street the XXX is on has recently had funding and been redeveloped, new houses,  
new Roads”. 
 

LCC Response: 
  

Exemptions for selective licensing are detailed in The Selective Licensing of Houses  
(Specified Exemptions) (England) Order 2006 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2006/370/made  
 

New build and recently renovated flats cannot be exempted from selective licensing as this is 
not provided for the legislation.  
 

Theme: The requirement for a licence for each unit of accommodation 
 

A number of respondents raised concerns over the requirement to obtain a licence for each  
unit of accommodation. Here is one comment; 
 

“I have 3 flats in 2 of my houses. I cant afford to pay 3 lots of fees for each property”  
 

LCC Response: 
 

Part 2 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) makes it clear that houses in an area designated 
for selective licensing are required to be licensed by the local housing authority unless they 
are specifically exempted by law.  
 

Section 99 of the Act clarifies the meaning of “house”, ie. a building or part of a building 
consisting of one or more dwellings (where “dwelling” means a building or part of a building 
occupied or intended to be occupied as a separate dwelling).  Each unit of accommodation 
will require a license, however each unit of accommodation also has a potential rental 
income.  
 

 

 
Proposed licence conditions 
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Theme: Is there a need to have a condition relating to furniture and furnishings? 
 

One respondent queried the inclusion of a condition relating to furniture and furnishings.  
This is the comment; 
 

 “I can see the case for gas and electric safety, not sure furniture was such an issue” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Schedule 4 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) requires a local housing authority to include  
a condition relating to furniture and furnishings in a licence issued under Part 2 of the Act. 
It is one of the mandatory conditions, the Council has no discretion whether to include it or  
not. There are other mandatory conditions, including the requirement to provide the local  
housing authority with a gas safety certificate; keeping electrical appliances provided in a  
safe condition and supplying occupiers with a written statement of the terms on which they 
occupy a house.     
 

Theme: Obtaining references for prospective tenants 
 

A number of respondents raised their concern about the proposed condition relating to 
obtaining references for prospective tenants. Here are some of them;  
   

 “Mandatory reference checks will make more difficult for people at disadvantage to rent,  
this should be up to the landlord if he wants to make professional enquirers”  

 “Most but not all tenants are unable to provide written references and landlords are  
unwilling to provide. I do not ask for written references, most of mine are by  
recommendation” 

 “I find it far more effective to phone a previous landlord and conduct an interview with the 
prospective tenant involving social media as well and make a decision based on years of  
experience. If a written reference was a licence condition half my properties would be  
empty!!” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

Obtaining a reference for prospective tenants allows landlords and letting agents to make 

sure the tenant they are considering letting their property to has the right credentials, ie. 
the ability to pay rent and that they will look after their property diligently. The process  
should help ensure they have good tenants which will not only benefit them but also the 
neighbourhood.  
 

From the consultation over 80% of landlords and managing agents already ask for  
references, although around a third stated that it was difficult to sometimes get a reference  
from new tenants. 
        
A recent House of Commons Briefing Paper1 identifies that tenant referencing has had a   
positive impact in three selective licensing schemes operated by local authorities. This is 
discussed further below.  
 

Guidance on how to comply with the proposed licence condition would be available for  
licence holders and managers. 
 
1 House of Commons Library Briefing Paper Number 4636, 13 March 2019, Selective licensing of private  

  rented housing in England and Wales  
 

Theme: Anti-social behaviour 
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A lot of comments were made by landlords and agents about the proposed condition relating 
to anti-social behaviour (ASB). Many centred on the role of a landlord/agent. Here are some 
of the comments; 
 

 “How can landlords be expected to baby a tenant, for example bad behaviour shouldn’t  
be blamed on landlords” 

 “Landlords cannot socially control their tenants and their interactions within the  
community. Indeed tenants have a right to non interference from landlords in their daily 
lives” 

 “How will the ASB condition be complied with?” 

 “How will licensing a landlord improve an area / prevent antisocail behaviour?  You are  
not dealing with the cause of antisocial behaviour or penalising the right people” 

 “Landlords have very little redress against problem tenants, eviction is an expensive and 
drawn out process with no support from the council” 

 “Social control is not the remit of the landlord” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The expectation is that landlords and managing agents proactively manage their tenancies  
and act upon any complaints of ASB they may receive. This includes cooperating with any 
investigation carried out by Leeds City Council and other agencies.  
 

A recent House of Commons Briefing Paper2 has identified that tenant referencing  
(also discussed above) has a significant impact on ASB. Not only does it provide landlords  
with additional support to help ensure that they have good tenants but it gets the message 
through to tenants who have caused ASB in the past that they need to behave better in the 
future otherwise it will seriously compromise their housing choices.     
 

Guidance on how to comply with the proposed condition relating to ASB (and indeed all  
other licence conditions) will be available for licence holders and managers. At the same  
time, officers from the Selective Licensing team, with the support of partner agencies, 
will be able to assist licence holders who find themselves having to deal with ASB  
caused by their tenants or that is affecting their tenants.   
 

Intensive working in the area, together with closer working with Council services and  
partner agencies, will bring about improved intelligence and the better targeting of  
resources. ASB problems highlighted by the community and other stakeholders would be  
dealt with quicker and in partnership.  This should contribute to the intended aim of a long  
term improvement in the area. 
 
2 House of Commons Library Briefing Paper Number 4636, 13 March 2019, Selective licensing of private  

  rented housing in England and Wales  
 

Theme: Legality of the proposed conditions 
 

A number of comments made by landlords and agents focused on the legality of the  
proposed licence conditions. Here are some of the comments made; 
 

 “Many measures do not seem legal or enforceable” 

 “The proposed conditions go beyond what is legally enforceable, and will, I'm certain,          
lead to legal challenges if implemented” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The proposed licence conditions have been drafted in accordance with legislation and take 
into account recent case law.  
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The conditions have also been shared with the various landlord associations for their 
comments. None had any comments in relation to the legality or enforceability of the  
conditions. All believed them to be legal and enforceable, regardless of their formal  
responses to the consultation. 
 

Theme: The conditions are onerous and do not present anything new 
 

Some respondents said the proposed licence conditions were onerous, others said they  
didn’t introduce anything new; 
 

 “Conditions seem excessive. Requiring professional landlords rather than someone who  
has to work” 

 “Conditions seem onerous and likely to impact on tenants privacy rights” 

 “Licensing conditions seem to be quite exhaustive; with more hours having to be  

allocated to simply administrate. Both areas are multicultural, so extra costs shall be  
incurred in communicating further information into foreign languages” 

 “Nothing new. Gas checks have been around for 15 yrs” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council believes the proposed licence conditions are appropriate to ensure licence 
holders are proactive in managing their properties effectively, both in protecting the health, 
safety and welfare of tenants and in ensuring that incidents of ASB by their tenants are dealt 
with effectively  
 

The Council recognises that there is a balance to be struck in the licence conditions being  
overly prescriptive and providing general conditions which are open to interpretation. It will  
seek to provide support and guidance on its website to assist licence holders in these 
responsibilities.  
 

A number of the conditions are mandatory and are required by the legislation.  
 

 

 
Proposed Area  
 

 

Theme: Why have you chosen this area?   
 

A number of responses focussed on why the Council was considering selective licensing  
for the area. Here are some of the comments;    
 

 “You need to clarify why you have specifically chosen the area for the Selective Licensing” 

  “No worse than Holbeck, Hyde Park or Burmantofts” 

 “Seacroft and Holbeck are far worse” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The latest (2015) Index of Multiple Deprivation highlighted that, despite the efforts of the 
Council, partners and stakeholders, parts of the city had not fared as well as others.  
Inequalities exist in, for example, health; income and educational achievement.   
 

The evidence gathered in the development of this business case indicates a high level of 
private rented homes in the area; initial estimates put the private rented sector in Beeston 
at around 50% of all of the housing stock (this is based on an investigation into the  
potential tenure of approximately 65% of all residential dwellings in the area based on 
information available to officers) and that the area is suffering from high levels of  
deprivation when compared to other areas of the city, see the business case. 
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Strategically Beeston is important to the Council. It is one of the priority areas under the 
Locality Agenda 
 

Other areas of the city are also subject to interventions which may include the potential for 
selective licensing in the future or other initiatives depending on the area concerned. The 
Council always reserves the right to consider its options, this includes considering selective  
licensing for other parts of the city 
 

Theme: What about other areas of the city?  
 

A number of respondents suggested that selective licensing ought to be considered for other 
areas of the city or city-wide. Here are some of the comments;   
 

 “Needs to be city wide” 

 “Is there a plan to role this out into more affluent areas” 

 “Why are you not applying similar checks to other areas?” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Two areas in Leeds are currently being considered for selective licensing, this area and 
Harehills. This is further to the option of selective licensing being considered by the 
Council’s Executive Board in February 2017 when approval was given for officers to 
investigate whether or not there is a business case for each area.    
 

City-wide schemes cannot deal with specific local problems. Whilst some local authorities in 
the UK have introduced city–wide schemes, the Government generally does not support the 
use of licensing across an entire local authority area.  
   
Selective licensing is a legislative tool that can only be used by local authorities to address 
specific problems in a particular area, subject to qualifying criteria (which is laid out  
legislation) being met. More affluent areas may not have the significant, concentrated 
problems which meet the criteria for selective licensing. 
 

The Council always reserves the right to consider its options, this includes considering  
selective licensing for other parts of the city. 
 

Theme: It will have a negative effect on the area  
 

Some respondents raised concerns over the potential negative effects for the area. Here are 
some of the comments; 
   
 “Will deprive the area more” 

 “Investors will choose other areas. Property prices will reduce 

 “Nat West saying if SL is going ahead, the area will be classed as a slum and they may  
not lend in the area” 

 “Halifax have said SL wil stop the getting of a mortgage”  

 “The one big issue is that banks and finance organisations do not like selective licensing 
which will have a huge affect on future investments as well as property prices suffering” 

 “It will tarnish the name of the said areas and decent tenants will not want to live in the  
 area” 

 “Selective licensing will also blight the areas affected causing a crash in values and  
making properties difficult to sell” 

 “Will label as a slum. Investment will stop. Houses will be sold. Rents will rise” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that selective licensing may lead to a negative perception of the 
area and that some lenders may be reluctant to offer their mortgage products in designated 
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areas. However as a scheme progresses, perceptions change and confidence in an area 
grows.    The aims of the scheme are to lead to long term improvement in housing 
management and conditions in the area, contributing to a reduction in the level of 
deprivation in the area. This potentially will contribute a long term improvement of the area. 
 

Housing markets are complex with a number of different factors affecting why people 
invest. As any scheme is implemented and the sector improves, it may be that landlords 
are keen to invest in a well regulated market which is not being undermined by poor 
housing standards.  
 

 

Theme: It will move issues to other areas 
 

A number of respondents spoke about the potential for problems to move to other areas.  
Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “Shifting problems to other areas.  Will drive bad landlords away to other areas of the city” 

 “Problem tenants will over spill into neighbouring Holbeck, and Cross Green when  
landlords remove properties from the market” 

 

LCC Response:  
 

There is always the potential for any landlord or tenant to move from one area to another. 
This already occurs and will continue to occur regardless of whether selective licensing is 
introduced or not. Selective licensing can increase the likelihood of displacement occurring 
as it highlights an area and as a result resources are directed to the area to address issues 
such as poor housing conditions and management; crime; ASB; environmental issues etc. 
This can lead to both landlords and tenants moving and potentially taking the issues to 
locations outside of any area designated for selective licensing. 
 

There are other rental markets in the city that may be affected by displacement from the 
area. This would need to be monitored by the Council to determine if there are any issues 
as a result, and subsequently managed. Any displacement at all would need to be identified 
and appropriately managed as part of any selective licensing delivery approach. This 
potential risk is identified in the business plan however all risks should be balanced against 
the evidence of the need for action to be taken to improve the issues related to private 
sector housing in the area.  
 

Theme: The proposed boundary  
 

A handful of respondents suggested that the proposed boundary is reviewed to exclude 
the residential areas to the east of Dewsbury Road. One respondent suggested that the  
whole of Beeston and neighbouring Holbeck are included in the area proposed for  
selective licensing. Here are the comments; 
 

 “How have you come up with the suggested Beeston area?  Nine of my properties are in  
the "Longroyds" area.  If you are to set up an area I don't know why you have included  
this area. The Longroyds area is quite different to the area at the other side of Dewsbury 
Road”   

 “I don’t think the Longroyds area on one side of Dewsbury Road should be included” 

 “If you do proceed with this unnecessary scheme, could you revise the area to exclude  
the area to the Hunslet side of Dewsbury Road that includes the Fairfords, Longroyds, 
Dobsons and Garnets?   This area is extremely popular with tenants and doesn't have  
any problems” 

 “Should include the whole of Beeston and Holbeck” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The decision to include the Longroyds, Garnets etc in the area proposed for selective  
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licensing was made on the basis that the proposed scheme would have natural boundaries  
which mean that displacement into local neighbourhoods is likely to be minimised;  

 The M621 motorway acts as a significant boundary with different markets generally 

outside of the proposed area;  

 To the north east is the start of the city centre with industrial properties and a different 

rental market from Beeston;  

 To the north west is Holbeck and the South Bank area. Initiatives are already in place in 

Holbeck which would manage any displacement to this area and the South Bank’s housing 

market is a different market to Beeston;  

 To the south east around Parkside Lane is an industrial estate and to the south west 

Cross Flatts Park, again with a different housing market beyond.  
 

 

 
Why is the Council considering selective licensing?  
   

 

Theme: Selective licensing doesn’t work 
 

A number of respondents commented on the effectiveness of selective licensing; some  
expressed concern that it will not help resolve issues in the area. Here are some of the 
comments;    
 

 “Little evidence than any SL scheme has really worked” 

 “Selective Licensing will not improve accommodation and will reduce accommodation  
and will increase more empty houses” 

 “It will not work. I do not think it will help the area or deal with any problems that are  
already present”  
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council believes that selective licensing is a powerful tool that can contribute to  
helping achieve the city’s strategic housing objective for everyone to live in good quality, 
affordable homes within clean and well cared for places  
   
The Chartered Institute of Environmental Health and the Chartered Institute of Housing  
jointly published A licence to rent in January 2019.  27 selective licensing schemes running     in 
20 councils were analysed. The schemes were found not to generate ‘quick wins’, that it may 
take several years before tangible outcomes are achieved. Many of the schemes  
studied however were delivering significant benefits including improved property and 
management standards, better opportunities to engage with local landlords and reductions 
in anti-social behaviour.  
 

The potential benefits of the proposed scheme are documented in the main body of the 
business case.  
 

Theme: The issues cited are not a landlord’s responsibility 
 

Many respondents commented that they could not be held liable for some of the issues  
cited, for example anti-social behaviour. Here are some of their comments;   

 

 “Crime, Antisocial behaviour and drug dealing on the streets is a Police responsibility,  
not the landlords” 

 “We are landlords, we can't police our tenants, we can't clean streets and we can't  
maintain the health of our tenants” 

 

LCC Response: 
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Landlords are required to manage their properties and tenancies effectively as part of the 
proposed licence conditions. This includes them taking all reasonable and practicable steps 
to prevent or reduce antisocial behaviour, by for example having robust tenancy agreements 
in which breaches are dealt with properly.  
 

The landlords responsibility for the occupiers of their properties does not replace the 
responsibility of the Council and partners to deal with ASB either in the area or at individual 
properties. The Council will work alongside landlords and will provide support to help them 
deal with problematic tenants. It will continue to intervene in high level cases.  
 

In terms of waste, landlords are responsible for ensuring their house has suitable and 
sufficient provision for the storage of and collection of waste arising from the household 
occupying the property, including having the correct type and number of waste bins. 
Individuals who flout regulations in relation to waste will be dealt with under current 
legislation and the areas will continue to be targeted by the Councils Cleaner 
Neighbourhoods Team in relation to street cleaning, fly tipping and waste.  
 

The Council will seek to provide support and guidance through its officers and on its website 
to assist licence holders in these responsibilities.  
 

Theme: No connection between selective licensing and refuse, ASB etc   
 

A number of respondents commented on the connection between selective licensing and 
deprivation, here are some of the comments;  
 

 “How will license fee stop fly tipping?” 

 “How will licensing affect the amount of money a tenant has?”  

 “Will have little impact on social issues” 
 “Selective Licensing will not improve environment or reduce anti-social behaviour, as I  

believe there is no link or connection between them and selective licensing”  
 

LCC Response: 
 

Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) sets out the scheme for licensing private rented 
properties in a local housing authority area. Under section 80 of the Act a local housing 
authority can designate the whole or any part of its area as subject to selective licensing 
subject to the area experiencing one or more of the following; 

 low housing demand 

 significant and persistent anti-social behaviour 

 poor property conditions 

 high levels of migration 

 high level of deprivation 

 high levels of crime. 
 

The Council has investigated whether or not Beeston is suffering from a high level of 
deprivation. In doing so, the following 7 factors (which are laid out in Government guidance 
for local authorities3) have been considered along with establishing whether or not the area 
has a high proportion of property in the private rented sector; 

 the employment status of adults 

 the average income of households 

 the health of households 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services for households 

 housing conditions 

 the physical environment 

 levels of crime  
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The results of the investigation can be found in the business case for selective licensing in 
Beeston.   
 

Selective licensing, together with other complementary measures and initiatives as part of  
a wider strategy, would allow the Council and partners to address the complex range of  
issues that are evident in the area and improve housing management and conditions in the 
private rented sector due to the licence conditions, and the fact that a licence holders must  
be a fit and proper person to hold a licence.  
 

By visiting all licensed properties, officers would not only check that they were safe to live in 
and managed properly but would also identify individuals who may need help and advice 
with issues such as access to training and employment; budgeting and debt management;  
health and support around the home. Officers would be able to make referrals to relevant 
agencies and act as a link between occupants and other council departments eg. the 
Cleaner Neighbourhoods Team and the Leeds Anti-Social Behaviour Team and to external 
agencies including the police and the third sector.  
 

 
3 Selective licensing in the private rented sector A Guide for local authorities. Department for Communities and   
   Local Government March 2015   
 

Theme: Selective licensing is not right for the area  
 

Some respondents suggested that selective licensing was not appropriate for the area,  
here are some of the comments’      
 

 “Areas are not as bad as you make out” 

 “Beeston is already improving” 

 “You are in areas you shouldn’t be” 

 “It’s a poor quality area with low rents and attracts tenants who cannot afford higher rents 
elsewhere, in particular a high proportion of immigrant workers, tenants of low social 
economic groups or on Benifits. Many of these are ok, some are not.  All of these have to  
live somewhere” 

 “Flawed thinking.  Agree the area needs to be improved but do not think this is the way to  
achieve it” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council believes that selective licensing is a powerful tool that can contribute to helping 
achieve the City’s strategic housing objective of driving up standards within the private 
rented sector (PRS) and help tackle the inequalities that exist in the area. The potential 
benefits of the proposed scheme are documented in the business case.  

 

The Executive Board Report together with the business case show that the area proposed 
for selective licensing suffers from a significantly higher level of deprivation than other 
comparable areas of the city and that a number of areas within the proposed licensing 
boundary are in the lowest 1% of the most deprived areas in the country. 
 

The area has been identified as a priority area for the Council and its partners. From the 
Council’s vision for the city to its new Locality Agenda, the aim is to improve the lives of all 
citizens in the city and to tackle poverty and reduce inequality. 
 

Theme: Selective licensing would adversely affect landlords, agents and tenants 
 

Some respondents spoke about the effect any scheme would have on them and their  
tenants. Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “Interference to tenants” 
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 “Already difficult complying with standards” 

 “The scheme will cause greater pressure on landlords who are already suffering from  
tenants who continually smash properties and do not pay rent. Drugs and intoxicants in 
society are a bigger problem and metal health heath  both are bigger then the selective 
license” 

 “Extra costs and issues for landlords will lead to property market crash” 

 “Bureacratic. Paperwork” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that selective licensing will impact some landlords, for example 
those with a large portfolio of properties would be required to submit a licence application 
for each property they own in a designated area, However, holding a licence and being 
fully compliant with licence conditions will enable them to demonstrate to tenant’s good 
standards of management. This is a positive and will be increasingly so when the majority 
of properties in an area are licensed.  
 

The Council and partners will, as any scheme develops, make helpful information available 
to landlords (and tenants) on matters that benefit them such as energy initiatives, updated 
guidance etc. 
 

It is recognised that tenants can cause problems. However, landlords do have 
responsibilities regarding managing the impact of their tenants’ behaviour. To assist with 
this, housing officers and partners will support landlords who find themselves having to 
deal with problem tenants. 
 

In relation to tenants, any ‘interference’ will be minimal. The Council aims to visit all 
licensed properties in the area at least once during the life of any scheme. This is based on 
the assumption that 75% of private rented sector properties in the area are compliant;  
 
 

It is predicted that 15% of properties will require informal intervention and 10% will require 
formal intervention. This in itself is based on discussions with and written submissions from 
representatives of the private rented sector during the consultation period when it was 
indicated by respondents that the sector is already compliant. In addition to checking 
compliance with licence conditions, officers would engage with the tenant(s) during the visit 
to ensure their needs were being met. This could be anything from accessing debt advice 
to help finding training or getting personal support. During discussions, tenants would also 
be encouraged to report any issues in the area that are concerning them.   
 

Much of the work required to comply with licence conditions should already be in place in 
any case. The licensing conditions and any additional works required are in place to 
provide basic standards of tenancy management, health, safety and welfare of the 
occupants. Good, compliant landlords will not need to spend significant sums of money in 
order to meet the licence conditions and be compliant.  
  

 

Theme: Use it when other measures don’t work 
 

One respondent stated “Selective licensing should ONLY be used where other measures  
don't work”. 
 

LCC Response: 
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For a number of years the Council has operated an accreditation scheme for landlords in 
Leeds. Unfortunately, whilst very successful in some markets (namely the student market) 
it has not been successful across the city. Very few landlords outside the student market 
have joined. 
 

More recently, as part of the close working with the private rented sector, the Council has 
supported the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) in the city. This is a self-regulation scheme 
run by the sector, for the sector as a means to recognise good landlords in the market.  
 

The LRS is run by the National Landlords Association, the Residential Landlords 
Association and Unipol. The scheme allows landlords to self-regulate their business. 
Should any issues arise they are dealt with by the scheme itself and only if this does not 
work does the Council become involved.  
 

LRS was launched as an alternative to accreditation in 2017. Like accreditation however it 
has not been taken up by landlords operating in the area being considered for selective 
licensing and the Council has therefore considered different approaches to voluntary 
schemes.  
 

There is legislation, and there are powers available, for example, the Housing Act 2004 (and 
associated regulations), the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and the Prevention of 
Damage by Pests Act 1949, to deal with poor management and poor housing conditions. 
This legislation however is primarily reactive and can largely only be used once problems 
have arisen. Selective licensing requires licence holders to be proactive in managing their 
properties. And it offers further powers to the local housing authority to ensure that the 
licence holder is a fit and proper person and that satisfactory management arrangements 
are in place. It will also mean that the Council gains access to all properties. The licence 
holder must comply with a number of licence conditions. When combined with other 
initiatives it can tackle wider issues in an area.   
 

 

 
Alternatives to selective licensing 
   

 

Theme: The Council should use its existing powers  
 

A number of respondents said the Council should continue to use the powers it already  
has. Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “You are already checking rental properties, theres no need to introduce another tax” 

 “LA and police have powers already to deal with poor landlords and conditions without  
licence fee being imposed”  

 “LCC have all the power already, don’t need money to police good landlord” 

 “LCC already have powers of enforcement under HHHRS” 

 “Use existing HMO licensing powers” 

 “Use current powers to enforce repairs on landlords. Go door knocking in these area” 

 “The council should just have a list of all houses that are on rent and do random checks  
on the properties. If any landlord doesn't meet criteria then do what you can but the ones  
that do meet the criteria should have a like a system in place similar to food hygiene” 

 

LCC Response: 
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There is legislation, and there are powers available, for example, the Housing Act 2004 
(and associated regulations), the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and the Prevention of 
Damage by Pests Act 1949, that are used to deal with poor management and poor housing 
conditions. This legislation is primarily reactive and can largely only be used once 
problems have arisen. Selective licensing requires licence holders to be proactive in 
managing their properties and it offers further powers to ensure that the licence holder is a 
fit and proper person and that satisfactory management arrangements are in place. The 
licence holder must comply with a number of licence conditions. All of this, the fact that 
selective licensing will enable access to all properties, combined with working in 
partnerships with others, will help to tackle the deprivation and inequalities in the area 
which our evidence has revealed.  
 

With the exception of a public register for licensed houses in multiple occupation, no other 
registers exist for properties in the private rented sector.   
 

Theme: Target specific landlords 
 

Some respondents suggested that the Council targets rogue and criminal landlords and  
landlords whose properties are the subject of disrepair complaints. Here are some of the 
comments;         
 

 “Property inspections should be carried out to identify rogue landlords and action should      be 
taken against those”  

 “Could the Council increase the size of the Rogue Landlord Team and target criminal 
landlords?”  

 “U need to tackle the landlords that have a high turnover of tenants... and also the  
landlords that get complaints about there properties to yourself from the their tenants!!!” 

 “More strategic targeting would be a better use of monies” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council’s Private Sector Housing Service has been carrying out a range of proactive  
and reactive housing inspections for a number of years and will continue to do so  
regardless of selective licensing or not. Whilst addressing conditions and tackling under 
performing landlords and agents in the private rented sector, the activity does not address    
the wider issues in the area or address property management by the sector.  
 

Selective licensing, together with other complementary measures and initiatives as part of  
a wider strategy, would allow the Council and partners -working with landlords and agents-    
to address the complex range of issues that are evident in the area and improve housing 
conditions in the private rented sector that the current approaches have not managed to 
address. 
 

Theme: Educate, promote, advise  
 

Some respondents suggested the Council educates landlords and agents as an alternative  
to selective licensing. Here are some of the comments;  
   

 “I am still learning , council could offer more advice, a little training and help to achieve  
better property” 

 “Standards should be promoted more vigorously” 

 “a system needs to be devised to determine guidelines of quality properties offered on the 
rental market, and exclude these from any detrimental charges” 

 “Training and education for landlords - help educate them with seminars / support” 
 

LCC Response:  
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The Council provides a variety of information and advice for landlords and agents via a 
range of mechanisms, including for example the following;  

 the Council website https://www.leeds.gov.uk/business/privately-rented-property In   
addition to containing guidance and standards pertaining to the private rented sector, 
the website also contains links to other organisations eg. the police and Gas Safe.   

 e-newsletters 

 Twitter 

 A free annual landlord conference. 
   
In addition, it supports and partly funds the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) scheme in 
partnership with other accrediting organisations. By joining the scheme landlords can benefit 
from a number of incentives including access to support and training. Further information on 
the LRS can be found on their website,   http://www.leedsrentalstandard.org.uk/  
 

The introduction of selective licensing would allow the Council to work more closely with the 
private rented sector and to better understand its’ needs.  
 

Theme: Target tenants/residents not landlords 
 

A proportion of respondents suggested the Council focuses it’s activity on tenants rather  
than landlords. Here are some of the comments; 
 

  “Why does Leeds City Council run an education programme for all tenants on what basic 
rules are of theirs, this would help educate them now and future generations. Should they  
not instead be educated on basic principles of what good standards on living should be 
 and how to get rid of rubbish and ant social behaviour etc” 

 “Educate residents eg how to dispose of waste & getting kids off the street and put  
funding into that or make grants available” 

 “Black list of problem tenants?” 

 “Our tenants are the lowest of the lows. They cause the damage” (landlord attending the  
drop in event at Shine) 

 “Tougher stance needed for people living in the area causing the problems” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council and partners already have various initiatives and schemes in place across the 
city to support and educate tenants/residents, for example the Council has a team of Waste 
Doctors who work with the public to encourage re-use and recycling and both the Council 
and partners offer various outreach services to support individuals, groups and 
communities. At the same time, various resources are available on line and in the Council’s 
public buildings. However, knowledge and take up of these services is varied. 
 

In terms of rubbish disposal landlords are responsible for ensuring their house has suitable 
and sufficient provision for the storage of and collection of waste arising from the household 
occupying the property, including having the correct type and number of waste bins. 
However tenants are expected to dispose of rubbish correctly and will be given advice and 
potentially have action taken against them under current legislation if they do not comply. 
The areas will continue to be targeted by the Councils Cleaner Neighbourhoods Team in 
relation to street cleaning, fly tipping and waste.  
 

The Council will seek to provide support and guidance through its officers and on its website 
to assist licence holders in these responsibilities.  
 

Selective licensing would give the Council the opportunity to gain access to all licensed 
houses in the area and therefore to engage with tenants. At the same time, the intensive 
locality working would allow the Council to better engage with the community. This would  
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help ensure that all stakeholders were aware of their obligations and rights and also ensure 
that their needs were being met. It will also;  

 provides residents with the opportunity to speak with Council officers about any issues 
they may have in the area, and 

 allows for more effective joint working (and closer working) between different Council 
services and the Council and partners. 
 

This combined approach and ability to access and support tenants will also benefit landlords 
in dealing with any issues they may have with tenants. 
 
Guidance on how to comply with the proposed condition relating to ASB (and indeed all  
other licence conditions) will be available for licence holders and managers. At the same  
time, officers from the Selective Licensing team, with the support of partner agencies, 
will be able to assist licence holders who find themselves having to deal with ASB  
caused by their tenants or that is affecting their tenants.   
 

Theme: Investment, incentives and a partnership approach 
 

A number of respondents suggested that the Council funds housing improvements or  
incentivises such. One respondent suggested the Council adopts a partnership with the  
sector coupled with enforcement. Here are some of the comments;         

 

 “Why not consider investing money with private landlords in order to regenerate these  
areas, instead of creating another paperwork mill to employ more staff with no real world 
experience” 

 “Improvement of specific areas may be achieved through investment and partnership,  
not effectively taxing landlords and their tenants. Alternatives such as private sector  
leasing by Leeds City Council or a greater push on the Leeds Homes Standard via  
education would be a fairer way to make desired improvements” 

 “Capital improvements required to refurbish old properties with contribution from  
landlords and owners” 

 “Use existing funds to improve houses” 

 “Grants to renovate properties” 

 “Have you any idea of the work which goes into making a good home ?  It is 6 months  
usually of hard work to fully renovate.  The capital input is high, but the labour cost is low 
because i do all the work.  At the end of the period i get a new property which rents very  
well.  I have upgraded the housing stock if you like. Why cant you incentivise this type of 
behaviour? Get landlords to make it worth their while updating a property” 

 “Far better to promote improvements via partnership and enforcement (which council  
has many powers)” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

Focusing on housing alone will not impact on the area as a whole and the high  
level of deprivation and inequalities that are evident. Selective licensing, together with  
other complementary measures and initiatives as part of a wider strategy, would allow the 
Council and partners to address the complex range of issues that are evident in the area  
and improve housing conditions in the private rented sector.  
 

Loans and grants for specific circumstances, including for example some long term empty 
homes, are currently administered by the Council and may be available to landlords in  
some cases. 
 

The Council, in it’s Private Sector Housing Service Enforcement Policy, already recognises 
the partnership approach to improving the private rented sector. Indeed, the policy  
identifies a staged approach to enforcement, the first stage being the opportunity to work  
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informally with landlords, agents, owners and service users by providing a range of  
information, support and guidance which includes for example the annual landlord  
conference. Where there is non-compliance with legal requirements after an informal  
approach has been made, formal action will be taken. However, where there are serious 
breaches in legal requirements, the authority will take a formal approach in the first instance 
and will move immediately to stages 2 and 3 as detailed in the Enforcement Policy. 
  
Theme: Voluntary registration schemes 

 

One respondent suggested the introduction of a voluntary registration scheme as an  
alternative approach to selective licensing, here is the comment;  

 

 “Why not introduce voluntary registration to start with, inspect the properties of those who  
do so, get all those in line and on the same standard, then you will see what percentage  
are left to deal with, you could then phase in mandatory licensing knowing that a good 
proportion of stock had been dealt with, if you offer the voluntary registrations a  
guarantee of a healthy discount when you get to mandatory licensing, it may encourage  
more registrations from the outset” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

For many years, the Council has run an accreditation scheme for landlords operating in the 
city. Unfortunately the uptake by landlords operating in the area being considered for 
selective licensing was low.   
 

The Council supports and partly funds the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) scheme in 
partnership with the other accrediting organisations. By joining the scheme landlords can 
benefit from a number of incentives including lower regulatory fees. Indeed, the fee structure 
proposed for selective licensing includes a discount for members of LRS. 
Further information on the LRS can be found on their website,   
http://www.leedsrentalstandard.org.uk/  
 

Theme: The Council should focus on specific issues in the area  
 

Some respondents said the Council should concentrate on specific issues in the area  
rather than implement selective licensing. One stated that the “Council should tackle one  
issue not highways and housing” and another suggested that landlords and agents are left 
alone;  

 

 “Please leave us alone and concentrate more on waste collections and teenage problems    in 
the areas” 

 “Provide waste removal to improve areas. Most landlords will work with you on this fly  
tipping problem caused by tenants” 

 

LCC Response:   
 

The latest (2015) Index of Multiple Deprivation highlighted that, despite the efforts of the 
Council, partners and stakeholders, parts of the city had not fared as well as others.  
Inequalities exist in Beeston in, for example, health; income and educational achievement  
when compared to other similar neighbourhoods and the city as a whole, and the gap has 
got wider. Continuing to focus on specific issues is not an option for the Council; a  
proactive, wider, co-ordinated approach is needed.    
 
The Council believes that selective licensing, together with other complementary measures  
and initiatives as part of a wider strategy, would allow it and partners to address the  
complex range of issues that are evident in Beeston and improve housing conditions in the 
private rented sector.   
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Theme: Co-regulation  
 

A very small number of respondents suggested the Council considers co-regulation as an 
alternative approach for the area, here are two of the comments;    

 

 “Better schemes and co regulation must be the natural step. Not slum labelling these  
vibrant multi cultural areas” 

 “This is the wrong methodology a better approach would be to give the landlord the  
option to join a scheme with incentives” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The city, in partnership with the sector, has gone beyond co-regulation. It supports and 
operates a self-regulation model which is run for the sector by the sector.  
 

Currently the Council supports and partly funds the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) in 
partnership with other accrediting organisations. This is a self-regulating scheme for the 
sector. By joining the scheme landlords can benefit from a number of incentives including a 
discounted licence fee. Further information on LRS can be found on their website,   
http://www.leedsrentalstandard.org.uk/   
     
Co-regulation is offered by a small number of local authorities alongside licensing. It  
requires landlords to become a member of the co-regulation scheme and in doing so,  
commit to providing high standards of housing. They are still required to obtain a licence  
for each of their rented properties and must conform with the conditions of that licence.  
Co-regulation schemes are self-regulating, leaving the local authority to focus on those  
landlords who have chosen not to self-regulate.  

 

The Council has explored options offered by third parties, one option included appointing a 
private sector company to help deliver any selective licensing scheme. Unfortunately this 
approach was not a feasible option for any scheme in Leeds. 
 

For many years, the Council has run an accreditation scheme for landlords. Unfortunately 
the uptake by landlords operating in the area being considered for selective licensing has 
been low.   

  
 Theme: Licence non-compliant properties 

 

A number of respondents suggested that any selective licensing scheme should cover non-
compliant properties only, here are a few of the comments;  

 

 “A fairer way to do this would be to inspect properties first before having to purchase  
licences and only those properties that did not pass the inspection be subject to licencing.     If 
this happened people like me would 100% pass the inspection and not have to pay  
extra just because of the poor standards and behaviour of others.  I work very hard to 
ensure that I recruit respectable tenants and maintain my property to a good standard” 

 “Only need to licence if properties don’t comply with requirements”  
 

LCC Response:  
 

Whilst understanding the concerns and sentiments of the responses, selective licensing 
applies - subject to prescribed exemptions - to all rented properties within a designated 
area. The legislation does not allow for the licensing of specific properties and/or particular 
landlords.  
 

Inspections will be carried out during the term of a licence to ensure compliance with licence 
conditions. In cases where there is evidence of non-compliance, enforcement action will be 
considered.       
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Introduce a system to allow tenants to report their landlord 
 

One respondent stated ‘The proper way to deal with these issues is for the council to  
introduce a scheme for tenants to report bad landlords and then the council can focus on  
them’. 
 

LCC Response:  
 

The Council already has such a system in place. Further information, which includes  
contact details for the Private Sector Housing service as well as guidance, advice and letter 
templates for tenants can be found on our website 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/residents/housing/private-tenants  
 

In addition to containing information for tenants, the website also contains information for  
landlords and agents. This can be found at   
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/business/privately-rented-property    
 

 

 
Miscellaneous Feedback   
 

 

In addition to the above-themed comments received from landlords and agents during the 
consultation period, the Council also received some specific feedback.  
 

The text in italics below has been extracted directly from the completed questionnaires and 
proformas filled out at the drop-in events.  The Council’s response to the feedback follows.  
 

“Why don’t the Council knock all the old houses down?” 

LCC Response:  
 

The area has a substantial amount of older housing, with a large amount of back-to-back, 
terrace housing still in use.  More than double the city average of the housing stock was  
built before 1919.  As a result, many houses are in poor condition, particularly in relation to  
their energy efficiency. However this housing can be a valuable and much needed  
resource in the area.   Also, it is not an economically viable option for the properties in the 
current financial climate. 
 

One of the aims of the Council’s current housing strategy4 is to improve the quality and  
energy efficiency of homes, particularly those in the private rented sector.  Selective  
licensing will play a contributory part in this.    
 

Selective small scale demolition of houses only takes place in very specific instances, such  
as part of an overall development scheme.   
 
4 Housing Strategy 2016 – 2021, Leeds City Council 
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Housing%20Strategy%20October%202016.pdf  
 

“Why don't you do an initiative/questionnaire titled 10 things the council could do to help 
local landlords?” 

LCC Response:  
 

A recognised benefit of selective licensing is that it can allow Councils to work better with  
the private rented sector. This not only helps to improve an area but it also helps ensure  
that the sector’s needs, issues and problems are understood, and landlords and agents  
know what is expected of them. 

 

Should the area be designated for selective licensing, it is hoped that the sector will better 
engage with the Council and its partners and that this would be sustained as current  
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initiatives have not been widely taken up in the area. 
 

“People who co-operate (like us) will be worse off. We are already doing the right thing and  
will end up jumping through your hoops.  Those who need to be tackled will avoid it just like 
they avoid everything.  How do you plan on finding them?”   

LCC Response:  
 

Should the area be designated for selective licensing, there would be a dedicated team  
of officers to administer the scheme and tackle those landlords that fail to comply with  
the requirements. 
 

It is a legal requirement for landlords to apply for a licence for each home they rent out in  
an area designated for selective licensing. If a landlord does not make an appropriate 
application by the time of a designation - or within a reasonable time if they subsequently  
buy a property in a designated area - they would be guilty of an offence and would be 
considered for enforcement action.  

 
The Council would investigate all houses in the area to identify those that are being  
operated without a licence, Temporary Exemption Notice (TEN) or without a licence  
application having been made. In the first instance, officers would visit all homes  
suspected of being operated illegally. All licence holders will need to be fit and proper  
persons to hold a licence. 
 

“Could this be restricted to landlords with more than one property?” 

LCC Response:  
 

The legislation is clear that it applies to all “houses” (as defined in sections 79 and 99 of 
the Housing Act 2004) unless they are specifically exempted in law. The Council does not 
have the power to over-write the law and create its own exemptions or licence landlords as 
opposed to properties.  
 

 

“How will LCC tackle the homes that have become empty should SL proceed?” 

LCC Response:  
 

The Council has a team of officers to address the challenges associated with empty homes 
across the city. These existing resources would be realigned to support any designated 
selective licensing scheme. In addition, the Council works closely with a number of partners, 
including the Empty Homes Doctor and third sector agencies who buy empty properties and 
renovate them through community volunteering programmes. The Council also maintains a 
list of investors who are looking to buy empty properties. Further information relating to 
empty homes can be found on the Council’s website  
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/residents/housing/empty-homes    
 

“Does Leeds intend (unlike other Councils who have brought in licensing), to inspect every 

property it Licenses before every tenancy started. If so it may help route out poor landlords” 

LCC Response:  
 

No. The aim would be for all licensed properties in the area to be visited at least once  
during the life of the scheme. This is based on the assumption that 75% of private rented 
sector properties in the area are compliant; 15% will require informal intervention and 10%  
will require formal intervention. This is also based on discussions with and written  
submissions from representatives of the private rented sector during the consultation  
period when it was indicated that the sector is compliant.  
 

“I also question how the scheme is going to be monitored. I.e how will the council track and 
report that the scheme has worked? How will you track who is letting and who is not?  Is  
there a pilot period? Will the results be shared?” 
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LCC Response:  
 

In accordance with the requirements of section 84 of the Housing Act 2004, the Council  
would monitor and review the operation of any designated selective licensing scheme 
during its lifetime to ensure it remains effective and is achieving the outcomes hoped for. 
Any necessary adjustments would be made on an ongoing basis and the scheme would be 
as flexible as possible to help ensure it’s success.  
 

The Council would look at publishing an annual summary to show the progress of any 
scheme.  
 

Selective licensing is a legal process. There is no provision in legislation for a pilot   
period. The Council will review the scheme to determine its success or otherwise and if 
necessary take the appropriate legal remedy under the legislation. 
  

“Is there a robust risk management plan in place for this project which provides mitigation  

for the risks of landlords selling up, people not wishing to buy the houses, empty properties, 

alternative provision for very dysfunctional population in the areas?” 

LCC Response:  
 

A risk assessment has been carried out which includes the issues raised. The assessment 
forms part of the business case. 
 

“A blanket provision covers all types of property. More modern houses should be exempt 
because they are not usually so run down. Older houses can be targeted under the existing 
Regeneration programme” 

LCC Response:  
 

Whilst there are exemptions from selective licensing, the age of a home is not one of them. 
Exemptions are detailed in the Selective Licensing of Houses (Specified Exemptions) 
(England) Order 2006.  
 

The Council does not have a regeneration programme for older homes. Some ad-hoc  
schemes have been delivered in small parts of the city over recent years, this however was  
the result of successful external funding bids being made at the time.  
 
Selective licensing relates to the management of houses in the private rented sector. It is  
not linked in any way to the age or condition of a property. Modern houses can be poorly 
managed as can older houses.   
 

“For cost efficiency will any new scheme be put out to tender?” 

LCC Response:  
 

Council officers will deliver any designated selective licensing scheme in Leeds. Early 
discussions took place with a private sector company who deliver schemes for a number of 
local authorities across the country. Unfortunately this approach was not a feasible option  
for any scheme in Leeds. 
  

“You seem to have decided what the key issues are and what the causation is, as well as 
the answer (Selective Licensing)” 

LCC Response:  
 

The decision whether to implement a scheme of selective licensing is not pre-determined. 
Leeds City Council’s Executive Board will make the decision after having reviewed the 
evidence presented to them in the business case, which includes the outcome of the 
consultation.  
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LEEDS CITY COUNCIL’S RESPONSE TO THE FEEDBACK RECEIVED FROM  

RESIDENTS AND STAKEHOLDERS  
 
The comments from the online and paper questionnaires completed by residents and stakeholders 
during the consultation period have been collated and, where possible, themed.  
Each theme together with the Council’s response is set out below. The text in italics has been 
extracted directly from the responses.  
 
 
Potential effects of selective licensing  
 
 

Theme: Rents will increase 
 

Many respondents raised concerns about the potential for the licence fee to be passed on to 
tenants by way of higher rents. Some of the feedback suggested that some tenants had been told 
their rent would rise should the area be designated for selective licensing. Here are some of the 
comments which are representative of the concerns raised;  

 

  “We know that our rent will increase substantially if this unusual proposal goes ahead. This is 
sad as it will put a severe strain on our finances for an issue we don’t even suffer from. We will 
most likely have to downsize and move if our rent is increased” 

 “Want to see change happening.  Don't want to pay rent increase and nothing happens” 

 “Fear I would have to move because of this. Lived here for a few years now and like the area 
and landlord Don't wanna have to move because of rent increase” 

 “Concerned about increase in rent but believe it may be a necessary trade off to crack down on     
   unscrupulous landlords & letting agents” 

 “…The landlord should pay this fee, not the Tennant, especially if the housing is not improved”  

 “Scheme fees should be low and affordable as most landlords are likely to pass the cost of this 
scheme onto the tenant in the form of increased rent” 

  “My rent will increase - this is no good. I have only just come here & will nedd to leave” 

 “If the rent goes up I cannot afford it” 

 “I will just get charged more rent to cover the landlord's costs. I can't afford this & so will need to 
move” 

 “I've always had a good reputation with my landlord and have been discussing this issue with 
them. Ive lived here for a number of years now and feel like i would probably have to move to a 
cheaper area due to the rents going up because of this proposal” 

 

One respondent said “We cannot afford to pay £825”. 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council recognises that a possible impact of the introduction of a licensing scheme is that 
landlords will absorb the cost of the licence fee by increasing rents.  
 

The proposed cost of a licence over the 5 year term of any scheme is quite small at a maximum of 
£3.17 per week.  
 

The Council is proposing to offer a fee discount to landlords who are members of the Leeds 
Rental Standard.  
 

Whilst there would be an increase in the landlord's costs, the Council understands that the licence 
fee is tax deductible as an expense in running a property business and therefore the actual 
increase in costs to the landlord will be lower than the licence fee.  
 

It is the licence holder’s responsibility to pay the licence fee, it is not the tenant’s responsibility. No 
tenant will receive an invoice for any licence fee.  
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The council cannot prevent the landlord from raising the rent. Subject to the correct legal process 
being followed, landlords are currently able to increase the rent and this will continue regardless of 
the introduction of selective licensing. However, in a competitive market, landlords will have to 
determine the benefit of increasing the rent against the loss of a tenant and the associated costs 
of re-letting their property. Furthermore, landlords will need to give consideration to the 
management of any rent arrears which may occur as a result of them increasing the rent together 
with the subsequent cost of legal evictions, void costs etc. if a tenant did not vacate the property.  
 

All rental markets have a market level in which they operate. If this becomes untenable then the 
market will have to readjust accordingly. The Local Housing Allowance (LHA) is set for the city 
and this will not increase as a result of selective licensing. LHA sets the market value for such 
areas when there is a high level of benefit dependency. 
 

Theme: More evictions and homelesness 
 

A number of comments were made about the potential for more evictions and an increase in the 
level of homelesness should the area be designated for selective licensing. Here are some of the 
comments;  
  
 “If they increase rent I will be homeless” 

 “Landlord already stated he will sell the house. This will make me homeless” 

 “landlord already said he will sell if this comes into effect; leaving me to be evicted” 

 “if this selective licensing is to go forward my landlord would be looking at selling this property 
which would mean we have to find somewhere else” 

 “i would probably have to move to a cheaper area due to the rents going up because of this 
proposal” 

 “Have heard a lot of landlords are selling up. Will put pressure on LCC to house people” 

 “Landlord already warned he will sell up under licensing. Making me homeless. Not good” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council has a housing welfare function that currently deals with such cases/issues. The team 
is aware of the potential of selective licensing for the area and would work very closely with 
housing officers from any Selective Licensing Team and would act accordingly to support tenants 
who find themselves having to look for another home. 
 

Tenants would be able to take up other private rented properties in the area or within similar 
markets close by. The Council would be able to advise them as to which properties are licensed 
and it would offer tenants a better standard of accommodation. 
  
In cases of illegal eviction, the Council would look to take the appropriate legal action against the 
landlord and/or agent. This could include prosecution.  
 

The risks of the issues identified related to the potential to increase rents need to be balanced 
against the evidence of the need to take action to improve the housing situation in the area. 
 

Theme: Movement of landlords/tenants into other areas 
 

Some respondents raised concern over the potential for landlords and tenants – both good and 
bad - to move out of the area should it be designated for selective licensing. In the case of bad 
landlords and tenants, the concern is that they would take the problems with them. Here are some 
of the comments received;  
 

 “ … knock on effect around surrounding areas. Displacement is a huge worry” 

 “My home is adequate for my needs for now. It is relatively cheap to run, I would not want to  
   pay any higher rent as I would look to move to a different area with comparable rent instead” 

 “I live in Chapeltown, close to the Harehills border. The changes are likely to impinge on 
Chapeltown in various ways, as the residents of both areas often move between the two, and 
landlords often own properties in both areas” 
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 “Eviction does not solve the issue, just moves it onto another landlord or social housing provider 
or neighbouring area” 

 “My postal area falls just outside of the proposed boundary for the r this scheme, I have 
concerns this will result in unscrupulous landlord electing to buy to rent in my area rather than 
that within the boundary. There are already landlords whose properties and/or tenants do not 
meet acceptable standards within my area, I fear the incidence of the will rise if buying a "slum" 
in the proposed area is more difficult” 

 “Problem tenants will over spill into neighbouring Holbeck, and Cross Green”  
 

LCC Response: 
 

There is always the potential for any landlord or tenant to move from one area to another. This 
already occurs and will continue to occur regardless of whether selective licensing is introduced or 
not. Selective licensing can increase the likelihood of displacement occurring as it highlights an 
area and as a result resources are directed to the area to address issues such as poor housing 
conditions and management; crime; ASB; environmental issues etc. This can lead to both 
landlords and tenants moving and potentially taking the issues to locations outside of any area 
designated for selective licensing. 
 

There are other rental markets in the city that may be affected by displacement from the area. 
This would need to be monitored by the Council, to determine if there are any issues as a result, 
and subsequently managed. Any displacement at all would need to be identified and appropriately 
managed as part of any selective licensing delivery approach. This potential risk is identified in the 
business plan however all risks should be balanced against the evidence of the need for action to 
be taken to improve the issues related to private sector housing in the area. 
 

Theme: The area will be labelled a slum. 
 

Many comments were made about the area being labelled a slum should it be designated for 
selective licensing. Here are some of the comments;   
 

 “Dont want to live in an official slum” 

 “If this proposal is pushed through i dont i tend to be labelled a slum dweller” 

 “I own my house. Dont want to be tarred a slum area” 

 “Slum label will affect my house value” 

 “Do not wish to be Slum Labelled” 

 “Who wants to live in a designated slum” 

 “What about bad reputation for area” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that selective licensing may lead to a negative perception of the area.  
However as any scheme progresses, perceptions change and confidence in an area grows.     
As any scheme is implemented and the sector improves, it may be that people and businesses  
are keen to invest in a well regulated market which is not being undermined by poor housing 
standards. The aims of the scheme are to lead to long term improvement in housing management 
and conditions in the area, contributing to a reduction in the level of deprivation in the area. This 
potentially will contribute a long term improvement of the area. 
 

Theme: Tenant disturbance  
.  

Some respondents spoke about the potential for any selective licensing scheme to affect tenants.  
Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “Dont want more interference and higher rent” 

 “I don't want to pay more to be checked on constanly” 

 “Landlords pushed to police tenants = Less Privacy & Higher Rent” 
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LCC Response: 
 

One of the aims of selective licensing is to bring about improvements in the way properties and 
tenancies in the private rented sector are managed. This is to benefit not only the tenant(s) but 
also the immediate neighbourhood and the wider community.     

 

The expectation is that landlords and managing agents proactively manage their tenancies and act 
upon any issues that may arise. This includes for example, obtaining references for potential  
tenants; ensuring their houses have the correct number and type of refuse bins and that tenants  
know how to dispose of waste correctly and licence holders cooperating with the Council and 
partners should they need to carry out any investigations.  
 

All landlords regardless of tenure have a responsibility for the behaviour of their tenants. Most 
landlords undertake reference checks to determine the character of any tenant and have rental 
agreements which state the conditions and expected behaviour of any tenant renting their property. 
Landlords should ensure that their tenants behave in a tenant like manner. Some tenants will  
choose not to and may even engage in criminal activity. It is not unreasonable to expect any  
landlord to work with the Council and other agencies to support them in addressing any unlawful 
behaviour and not simply turn a blind eye to their responsibility 
 

During the life of any selective licensing scheme, the Council aims to visit all licensed properties in 
the area at least once to check compliance with licence conditions. At the same time, the 
Council’s housing officers would engage with the tenant(s) to ensure their needs were being met. 
This could be anything from giving housing advice or accessing debt advice to help finding training 
and getting personal support. During these discussions, tenants would be encouraged to report 
any issues in the area that are concerning them.   

   
Much of the work required to comply with licence conditions should already be in place so private 
rented sector tenants should not suffer any significant disturbance should the area be designated 
for selective licensing. The proposed licence conditions and any additional works required are in 
place to provide basic standards of health, safety and welfare for occupants. Good, compliant 
landlords will not need to spend significant sums of money and do a lot of work in order to meet 
the licence conditions.  
 

The Council and partners will, as any scheme develops, make helpful information available to all 
parties (including tenants and landlords) on matters that benefit them such as energy initiatives, 
local initiatives etc. 
 

Theme: It will help improve standards in the private rented sector and the area in general 
 

Many comments were made about the potential benefits of selective licensing. Here are some of 
them;  
 

 “It is my opinion that selective licensing would help bring some common decency  
standards to the lived experience of residents  … many of whom are subject to landlords who 
are negligent in their duties” 

 “Hopefully it will improve the ASB, the condition of housing and create a better community 
feeling” 

 “… I feel that the selective licensing is overdue and can only help to improve the area for all the 
residents” 

 “There are far too many landlords ripping off tenants and causing damage to communities, the 
council urgently needs to do something to improve conditions 

 “I had no idea that landlords weren't already legally required to maintain their homes in good 
condition, make sure they had gas safety certificates, etc. I am genuinely quite shocked to 
discover how lax current regulations are, and I support any move which pushes landlords to 
improve living standards” 
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 “The proposed licence would help curb rogue landlords and also those landlords who fly tip after 
evicting tenants. It will also improve the quality of life in the area, something that some residents 
lack” 

 “I think it would improve the area” 

 “My own landlord threatens me with a rent increase each time I ask for any repairs or 
improvements to be made” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

Selective licensing, together with other complementary measures and initiatives as part of  
a wider strategy, would allow the Council and partners to work together to address the complex  
range of issues that are evident in the area and improve housing conditions in the private rented 
sector.  
 

It would allow the Council and partners to support landlords in running and developing their 
business and support those who find themselves having to address specific problems. Landlords 
who are causing issues in the area would be addressed.   
 

By visiting all licensed properties in the area, officers would not only check that they were safe to 
live in but would also identify individuals who may need help and advice with issues such as 
access to training and employment; budgeting and debt management;  health and support around 
the home. Officers would be able to make referrals to relevant agencies and act as a link between 
occupants and other council departments eg. the Cleaner Neighbourhoods Team and the Leeds 
Anti-Social Behaviour Team and to external agencies including the police and the third sector.  
 

Theme: People will move to the area 
 

One respondent said “it will make more people move into Beeston / Harehills which means more 
money for the community” 
  
LCC Response: 
 

Selective licensing has the potential to make a number of positive differences that can help make 
an area a better place to live, work and visit.  
 

In addition to improving the management of and ensuring the safety of privately rented properties, 
selective licensing can for example; 

 help reduce rubbish in the designated area and the level of anti-social behaviour 

 encourage residents and stakeholders to report issues in the area 

 reduce the turnover of tenancies.   
 

In a recent report1, the Chartered Institute of Housing and the Chartered Institute of Environmental 
Health stated that selective licensing is not a ‘quick win’, it takes time for schemes to deliver 
tangible outcomes.  As part of their study, 27 selective licensing schemes running in 20 councils 
were analysed. Many of the schemes were found to be delivering significant benefits including 
improved property and management standards, better opportunities to engage with local landlords 
and reductions in anti-social behaviour.  
 

As with anything, there are negatives associated with selective licensing, for example there is the 
potential for the demand for rented accommodation in other parts of a city to fall (particularly in 
areas close by) as designated areas become more popular. Other negatives include landlords 
choosing to sell their properties and the potential for a negative perception of the area. These 
have been discussed above.   
 
1 A licence to rent. A joint research project between Chartered Institute of Environmental Health and 
Chartered Institute of Housing. CIH & CIEH January 2019 
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The Proposal 
 
 

Theme: It is a scheme for the council to make money 
 

Some respondents suggested the proposal was a money-making scheme for the Council. Here 
are some of the comments;   
 

 “This is just a money making scheme” 

 “Your consultation is on making another money making scheme” 

 “Money maker for Council” 

 “The money for this 'license' will go to the council just to pay back into benefits” 

 “… nothing to do with it being for the better of tenants just another money making scheme” 

 “This is a council money grab” 

 “We pay enough taxes in this country and this is just another way of stealing more money from 
the tax payers. You could implement property matenance laws without robbing more money 
from people” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The Housing Act 2004 allows councils to charge a licence fee to cover the cost of selective 
licensing, it does not however allow them to make a financial gain from it.  
 

The Government’s Regulatory Impact Assessment attached to SI 2006/373 on selective licensing 
makes it clear that fees cannot be used to raise extra revenue for the local authority.  
    
The money generated by any scheme would solely be for the administration of it. This would 
include the cost of implementation; receiving, logging and acknowledging licence applications; 
determining applications; preparing and issuing draft and final licences together with the required 
accompanying paperwork; maintaining a public register; identifying unlicensed properties and 
inspecting licensed properties to ensure compliance with licence conditions together with all 
resultant follow up/enforcement action associated with selective licensing. Any surplus at the end 
the scheme would be refunded to licence holders.     
 

Theme: Why not licence the whole area or the whole of Leeds? 
 

A number of respondents asked why the Council was only considering a small part of the area for 
selective licensing. Some asked why the Council was not considering other areas of Leeds or 
even the city as a whole. Here are some of the comments;  
 

 “Consider also Gipton / Armley / Burmantofts / Middleton. Low income areas are suffering from 
the same issues” 

 “If licencing should take place it should be for the whole of Leeds and not just Beeston or 
Harehills” 

 “Target the whole city not just two areas” 

 “why not city wide” 

 “Other areas may have the same problems do the whole city” 

 “Why not consider whole city” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Selective licensing is a legislative tool that can only be used by local authorities to address 
specific problems in a particular area, subject to qualifying criteria (which is laid out legislation) 
being met. 
 

In terms of this proposal, the latest (2015) Index of Multiple Deprivation highlighted that, despite 
the efforts of the Council, partners and stakeholders, parts of the city had not fared as well as 
others. Inequalities exist in, for example, health, income and educational achievement, which is 
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why selective licensing is being considered for the area. This is in conjunction with the area having 
a high proportion of rented homes - initial estimates2 put the private rented sector to be around 
50% of all of the housing stock.  
 

The Council does reserve the right to consider all its options when looking at how best to improve 
the private rented sector in the city including the potential for selective licensing in other areas 
 

It is unlikely in Leeds that a city wide scheme would meet the criteria required by the Government. 
 
 
2 This is based on an investigation into the potential tenure of approximately 65% of all residential dwellings  
 

Theme: The Council says the area is bad  
 

One respondent commented “Council says these area are bad.” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) sets out the scheme for licensing private rented 
properties in a local housing authority area. Under section 80 of the Act a local housing authority 
can designate the whole or any part of its area as subject to selective licensing subject to the area 
experiencing one or more of the following; 

 low housing demand 

 significant and persistent anti-social behaviour 

 poor property conditions 

 high levels of migration 

 high level of deprivation 

 high levels of crime. 
 

The Council has investigated whether or not the area is suffering from a high level of deprivation. 
In doing so, the following 7 factors (which are laid out in Government guidance for local 
authorities3) have been considered along with establishing whether or not the area has a high 
proportion of property in the private rented sector; 

 the employment status of adults 

 the average income of households 

 the health of households 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services for households 

 housing conditions 

 the physical environment 

 levels of crime  
 

The results of the investigation, which include statistics from the Census and the Department for 
Work and Pensions, can be found in the business case for selective licensing. When compared to 
similar neighbourhoods or the city as a whole, it is evident that inequalities exist in the area.   
 
 
3 Selective licensing in the private rented sector A Guide for local authorities. Department for Communities and   
   Local Government March 2015   
 

Theme: Alternatives to selective licensing 
 

One respondent commented “Seems unfair. Something better must be available” whilst another 
said “Maybe some actual investment and training would be a better tack than labelling my home a 
problem area” 
 

LCC Response:   
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The Council already has a number of policies relating to it’s strategy for the PRS. For a number 
of years, the Council has operated an accreditation scheme for landlords in Leeds. 
Unfortunately, whilst very successful in some markets (namely the student market) it has not 
been successful across the city. Very few landlords outside the student market joined. 
 

More recently, as part of the close working with the private rented sector, the Council has  
supported the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) in the city. This is a self-regulation scheme run by  
the sector, for the sector as a means to recognise good landlords in the market. The LRS was 
launched as an alternative to accreditation in 2017. Like accreditation however it has not been 
effectively taken up by landlords operating in the area being considered for selective licensing. 
  
There is legislation, and there are powers available, to deal with poor management and poor 
housing conditions and the Council has used these, and will continue to use them. This legislation 
however is primarily reactive and can largely only be used once problems have arisen and the 
Council has become aware of them. In comparison, selective licensing requires licence holders to 
be proactive in managing their properties and offers further powers to the local housing authority 
to ensure that the licence holder is a fit and proper person and that satisfactory management 
arrangements are in place. When combined with other initiatives it can tackle wider issues in an 
area.  Initiatives such as the Rogue Landlord Unit working in partnership to target criminal 
landlords, has had some success but this approach is also limited due to the size of the area. 
 

Delivery models such as the Leeds Neighbourhood Approach (LNA) (whereby all properties within 
a small geographical footprint are inspected and occupiers helped to meet their needs), which 
require intensive support funded by the Council, are not appropriate in the area due to the size of 
the area, however the partnership working approach of the LNA will be used in the selective 
licensing area, and the cost of administering the scheme is covered by the licence fee.   
 
In terms of investment, if the area was designated for selective licensing, the Council would invest 
significant targeted resources into the area to tackle issues and help bring about improvements to 
the benefit of all.   
 

Loans and grants for specific circumstances, including for example unsecured loans of up to  
£5000* to make a long term empty home liveable, are currently administered by the Council.  
 

The Council already provides a variety of information and advice for landlords and agents via a 
range of mechanisms, including for example the following;  

 the Council website https://www.leeds.gov.uk/business/privately-rented-property In   

addition to containing guidance and standards pertaining to the private rented sector, the 

website also contains links to other organisations eg. the police and Gas Safe.   

 e-newsletters 

 Twitter 

 A free annual landlord conference 

At the same time, information and advice is available on the Council’s website for tenants 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/residents/housing/private-tenants. This includes, for example a Private 

Rented Tenant Handbook and guidance on condensation and mould.   
___________________ 
 

*correct at June 2019 
 

Theme: Connection between selective licensing and ASB, fly tipping etc 
 

One respondent said “Can not see the affect the measures would have on ASB or flytipping” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Part 3 of the Housing Act 2004 (the Act) sets out the scheme for licensing private rented 
properties in a local housing authority area. Under section 80 of the Act a local housing authority 
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can designate the whole or any part of its area as subject to selective licensing subject to the area 
experiencing one or more of the following; 

 low housing demand 

 significant and persistent anti-social behaviour 

 poor property conditions 

 high levels of migration 

 high level of deprivation 

 high levels of crime 
 

The Council has investigated whether or not the area is suffering from a high level of deprivation. 
In doing so, the following 7 factors (which are laid out in Government guidance for local 
authorities3) have been considered along with establishing whether or not the area has a high 
proportion of property in the private rented sector; 

 the employment status of adults 

 the average income of households 

 the health of households 

 the availability and ease of access to education, training and other services for households 

 housing conditions 

 the physical environment 

 levels of crime.  
 

The results of the investigation can be found in the business case for selective licensing.    
 

Selective licensing, together with other complementary measures and initiatives as part of  
a wider strategy, would allow the Council and partners to address the complex range of issues that 
are evident in the area and improve housing conditions in the private rented sector. At the same  
time this would improve the physical environment. 
 

By visiting all licensed properties, officers would not only check that they were safe to live in but 
would also identify individuals who may need help and advice with issues such as access to 
training and employment; budgeting and debt management;  health and support around the home. 
Officers would be able to make referrals to relevant agencies and act as a link between occupants 
and other council departments eg. the Cleaner Neighbourhoods Team and the Leeds Anti-Social 
Behaviour Team and to external agencies including the police and the third sector. The better 
management of properties should positively improve the physical environment. 
 
 
3 Selective licensing in the private rented sector A Guide for local authorities. Department for Communities and   
   Local Government March 2015   
 

 

 
The social housing sector 
   
 

Theme: Improve tenancy management and properties  
 

Some respondents commented on housing conditions and tenancy management in the social 
rented sector. Here are some comments relating to properties owned by the Council; 
  

 “I am in a decrepit council house. Repairs are always done late and there is no good service. I 
am looking to move to a private rent, as I am sick of mould and damp in my house” 

 “But I'm in a council house. It has no fire doors or hardwired alarms” 

 “I live in a council house. It is always damp and mouldy. Nothing is ever done. Housing officers 
ask me to open windows; when it's freezing” 

 “Social Housing is ignored and underfunded” 
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LCC Response: 
 

The Council recognises that it has a significant portfolio in the area and has a part to play in 
contributing to the improvements in the area. 
 

As part of any scheme the Council would realign resources to more intensely manage its own 
stock to ensure that tenants receive support and help as part of any scheme; to ensure that the 
properties are well managed and do not contribute to the issues in the area and to address any 
issues arising from the behaviour of their tenants. 
 

The properties have already received considerable investment as part of the decent homes 
programme. Further works however would be undertaken to ensure that they are fully compliant 
with all legislation; improved beyond the legal minimum and maintained to a high standard. This 
would involve extra capital investment in the area over and above existing planned works. 
 

Theme: Provide more social housing 
 

A number of respondents suggested the Council expands its stock of homes. Here are some of 
the comments;   
 

 “Council could provide more housing via building or long-term leasing” 

 “More social housing not a private tenant tax would improve our lot” 

 “Obtaining further social housing, under council control would be a better way to improve areas 
in question” 

 “There's not enough so-called social housing. Many people and families can't buy their homes. 
So there's an over-dependence on private landlords. Private landlords need to be made face up 
to their responsibilities. Many don't” 

 “Make more council houses available to stop unscrupulous landlords” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council has had and continues to have a programme to provide more social homes under its 
ownership. This is by building; purchasing from developers direct or purchasing existing homes. 
The target for the Council is to provide 1500 homes over the next 5 years. However, current right 
to buy legislation also means that, as well adding new homes, the Council is losing homes to the 
private sector. 
 

The Council also supports other social housing providers with financial assistance. It also supports 
the Community Led Housing sector to bring empty homes back into use, providing vulnerable 
tenants with quality homes.   
 

Theme: Exemption of the social rented sector  
 

Some respondents commented on the exemption of social housing from selective licensing. Here 
are some of the comments; 
 

 “council houses and tenants are the worst of the lot. how does this relate to them” 

 “Your summary refers to 'social lets' being exempt from the scheme. I wonder what exactly you 
mean by 'social lets'” 

 “Seems a little lopsided to ignore public sector housing” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

Section 79(3) of the Housing Act 2004 exempts socially let properties (both Local Authority and 
Housing Association tenancies) from selective licensing. There are other exemptions, which are 
detailed in The Selective Licensing of Houses (Specified Exemptions) (England) Order  2006  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2006/370/made  
 

The Council recognises that it has a significant portfolio in the area and has a part to play in 
contributing to the improvements in the area. 
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Whilst the portfolio is exempt from selective licensing, as part of any scheme in the area the 
Council would realign resources to more intensely manage its stock to ensure that tenants receive 
support and help as part of any scheme; to ensure that the properties are well managed and do 
not contribute to issues in the area and to address any issues arising from the behaviour of their 
tenants. 
 

The properties have already received considerable investment as part of the decent homes 
programme. Further works however would be undertaken to ensure that they are fully compliant 
with all legislation; improved beyond the legal minimum and maintained to a high standard. This 
would involve extra capital investment in the area over and above existing planned works. 
 

 

 
Miscellaneous  
   
 

Theme: The licence fee should be spent on regenerating the area 
 

Some respondents raised concerns as to how the Council would use any income from the licence 
fee should the area be designated for selective licensing. Here are some of the comments;  
 

 “It seems like all the money charged will only go into administrating a scheme that seems to be 
in place. So what use is this to either the landlords, tenants or owners like me. Any money 
collected should all be used to improve the facilities. More police would be very useful” 

 “Why don't you use the money to provide extra bin collections instead of having lots of missed 
collections. Bigger bins could help. More street cleaning. Spend the money fixing the roads & 
getting rid of all the bad 1 way signs”  

 

LCC Response: 
 

Government guidance makes it clear that fees cannot be used to raise extra revenue for the local 
authority nor can they be used to supplement the work of other teams or departments. The money 
generated by any scheme is solely for the administration of that licensing scheme, which would 
include the cost of implementation; receiving, logging and acknowledging licence applications; 
determining applications; preparing and issuing draft and final licences together with the required 
accompanying paperwork; maintaining a public register; identifying unlicensed properties and 
inspecting licensed properties to ensure compliance with licence conditions together with all 
resultant follow up/enforcement action associated with selective licensing.    
 

In that the privately rented properties within a designated selective licensing area would be visited, 
it would allow the Council to not only assess compliance with licence conditions but to also 
engage with tenants to hear what they have to say about the area; to ensure they were aware of 
their rights and obligations; to offer help and advice and to ensure that their needs were being 
met. Residents would be encouraged to discuss problems and issues they may have in the area 
which would then be followed up with the relevant agency, which could include for example the 
ASB and waste teams at Leeds City Council.  
 

In terms of investment, the Council would invest significant targeted other resources into the area 
to tackle issues and help bring about improvements to the benefit of all.   
 

The Council believes that selective licensing is a powerful tool that can contribute to helping 
achieve the city’s strategic housing objective for everyone to live in good quality, affordable homes 
within clean and well cared for places. 
 

The Chartered Institute of Environmental Health and the Chartered Institute of Housing jointly  
published A licence to rent in January 2019.  27 selective licensing schemes running in 20 
councils were analysed. The schemes were found not to generate ‘quick wins’, that it may take 
several years before tangible outcomes are achieved. Many of the schemes studied however 
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were delivering significant benefits including improved property and management standards, 
better opportunities to engage with local landlords and reductions in anti-social behaviour.  
 

Theme: Why aren’t the Council going to clean up the area/deal with ASB etc themselves? 
 

The comments made by a number of respondents suggested that, should the area be designated 
for selective licensing, landlords would be responsible for dealing with issues such as anti-social 
behaviour. Here are some of the comments;  
 

 “It is the collective responsibility of the council, the police and the local resident community to 
report and curb crime and ASB! …… By shoving the responsibility of 'policing' to local landlords 
so that police can utilise their time in setting up coffee mornings to raise dementia awareness?? 
It's like the service providers are unable to do their job so someone has to pay the price and it 
would be the homeowners of Beeston and Harehills! …” 

 “ASB should be dealt with an independent body, not landlord, may use for bogus evictions” 

 “Leeds Council should take responsibility for Anti social residents….”  

 “And making the private landlords accountable for anti social behaviour is repugnant. Tax is paid 
for the council and police to do this” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

If the area is designated for selective licensing, the Council and partner organisations, including for 
example, the Council’s anti-social behaviour (ASB) and Cleaner Neighbourhoods teams and the 
Police, would continue to operate in the same way as they do across the city however they would 
adopt a joint working approach. This would allow for, for example multi-agency case reviews to  
take place with the aim of developing a number of solutions to solve a particular problem.  
 

Landlords should take steps to deal with problems caused by the behaviour of their tenants 
including anti-social behaviour, as they can be held liable for nuisance caused in their properties. 
This will not replace the responsibility of the Council and partners to deal with ASB either in the 
area or at individual properties. The Council will work alongside landlords and will provide support 
to help them deal with problematic tenants. It will continue to intervene in high level cases and will 
continue to investigate complaints of ASB received or referred to them.   
 

All landlords regardless of tenure have a responsibility for the behaviour of their tenants. Most 
landlords undertake reference checks to determine the character of any tenant and have rental 
agreements which state the conditions and expected behaviour of any tenant renting their 
property. Landlords should ensure that their tenants behave in a tenant like manner. Some 
tenants will choose not to and may even engage in criminal activity. It is not unreasonable to 
expect any landlord to work with the Council and other agencies to support them in addressing 
any unlawful behaviour and not simply turn a blind eye to their responsibility 
 

If problems are being caused by the tenants of a privately rented property within a designated 
area, the licence holder must take all reasonable steps to deal with nuisance and/or anti-social 
behaviour caused by tenants within the boundary of their property, or by visitors to that property. 
Managing difficult tenants is part of a landlord's overall responsibility for properties that are let. 
 

In terms of waste, landlords are responsible for ensuring their house has suitable and sufficient 
provision for the storage of and collection of waste arising from the household occupying the 
property, including having the correct type and number of waste bins. Individuals who flout 
regulations in relation to waste will be dealt with under current legislation and the areas will 
continue to be targeted by the Councils Cleaner Neighbourhoods team in relation to street 
cleansing, fly tipping and waste.  
 

Selective licensing cannot be introduced to specifically deal with fly tipping and waste issues. 
However, selective licensing officers would ensure that referrals are made to the correct services 
and they would follow up on the actions to ensure that any issues referred have been addressed 
accordingly. This would not only include matters relating to waste but would include anything else 
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that is picked up during visits to licensed properties, for example referrals for support from jobs 
and skills; referrals for welfare rights, help with budgeting and debt advice. This should help 
improve the physical environment and the lives of residents.   
 

The Council will provide support and guidance through its officers and on its website to assist 
licence holders and residents in meeting their responsibilities.  
 

Theme: The area has gone downhill  
 

A number of respondents said the area has gone downhill. Some said something needs to be 
done to address the issues. Here are some of the comments; 
 

 “Good idea - area has gone down hill in the past 10 years” 

 “Some houses are I a terrible state bringing down the area this should be addressed” 

 “The few streets where I live is nice normal most of us work and look after our homes. But you 
come out off here and if feels like a no go area its frightening I don't even like driving through to 
get home from work. Their is one street imperticular that is really really bad its so run down 
windows always getting smashed rubish all over. it used to be a place to be proud of, I am now 
ashamed to say where i live” 

 “There has been a significant rise in antisocial behaviour and crime rate in this inner city area of 
leeds and over the years. I have seen drastic changes in terms of number of people living in this 
part of the city, the cleaniness is absolutely shocking at times. And overall the safety of this area 
i believe as a tenant gone beyond crisis level. As a tenant who has lived and grew up in this 
neighbourhood, It’s unbelievable to think now, that this was once an affluent area. These are 
contributing factor which may lead me as a tenant to move out of the area but also to seek new 
opportunities to find better housing too” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council recognises that whilst the city has prospered, some of its areas have not benefitted. 
Poverty and deprivation remain significant challenges. Indeed, evidence suggests that the city is 
experiencing an intensification of these inequalities, particularly centred in the most deprived 
communities.   
 

Designating the area for selective licensing - and introducing supporting initiatives to complement 
this - would contribute to the Council’s aim of improving the area. It would allow for the 
introduction of licence conditions to ensure that all private rented sector landlords operating in the 
area manage their properties and help address anti-social behaviour, crime and waste. By visiting 
all licensed properties to ensure they were compliant, the Council could also ensure they meet the 
minimum legal standards. It would also allow the Council and partners to support residents; 
address their needs and better target resources in order to make a difference to people’s lives. 
 

Theme: Everyone deserves a good standard of housing 
 

Some respondents spoke about the condition and management of some of the houses in the area 
proposed for selective licensing. Here are some of the comments;   
 

 “Several homes in this area are in a very poor condition. Many of us who live here, either renting 
or owner occupiers are disgusted by what has been happening over the last 5 years. 'Slumlords' 
as I call them are everywhere” 

 “Many properties are in great need of improvement. If properties were better maintained 
perhaps tenants would look after them better” 

 “ …I have visited families who are living in conditions that would put the Victorian slums to 
shame, and the landlords get away with it because they have the power to evict tenants if they 
complain” 

 “Some houses are I a terrible state bringing down the area this should be addressed” 

 “Selective licensing could give tenants a better quality of life and guarantee an acceptible 
standard of living without fear of reprisal and potential homelessness” 
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 “Better to live in a better house, landlords should look after property” 
 

One respondent said “… and better housing can only improve the area” while another said “Better 
landlords make for better tenants and better relationship with local community. Everyone deserves 
a decent home”. 
  

LCC Response: 
 

Regardless of tenure, everyone should have a safe and secure home in which to live. The 
Housing Act 2004 provides the legislative criteria by which all properties are measured to ensure 
they meet the legal minimum standard.  
 

Unfortunately across the city, and particularly within the older housing stock, the poorest quality 
accommodation is within the private rented sector (PRS). 
 

The introduction of selective licensing in the area would contribute to improving the PRS. It would 
help ensure that the sector is well managed, that tenants needs and issues can be addressed and 
that the properties meet the legal minimum standards. Support for both landlords and tenants 
would be available and, where necessary legal powers would be used to target those who do not 
meet the required standards. 
 

The Council recognises that it is a large provider of homes in the area and would be realigning 
resources to ensure its stock is well managed; that investment is made; that tenants are 
supported and that all their needs are met in order to improve their lives. 
 

Theme: More regulation is needed to ensure landlords are accountable and their properties 
are maintained  
 

A number of respondents believed that more regulation of the private rented sector was required. 
Here are some of the comments;   
 

 “Landlords seem to be able to run rings around Leeds City Council who do not appear to 
enforce any of the powers they have. For example, landlords letting out properties which do not 
meet decent standards of accommodation, rodent infestations, non working boilers yet these 
same landlords are able to easily obtain Housing Benefit payments from Leeds City Council. As 
part of the scheme I would like to see Leeds City Council enforce the rules they already have to 
ensure all gardens and the exterior of the property are kept in a good condition. For example, 
not allowing gardens to be used as local tips or allowing residents to build fences out of odd 
pieces of old furniture such as doors, cupboards and baby gates etc” 

 “Private landlords need to be made face up to their responsibilities. Many don't” 

 “I think private landlords should be held accountable if they fail to provide safe, decent 
accommodation for their tenants” 

 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council has a range of legislation and powers available to ensure that properties in the 
private rented sector meet the required standard. However, the legislation is primarily reactive and 
can largely only be used once problems have arisen and the Council becomes aware of them.  
 

Selective licensing requires licence holders to be proactive in managing their properties and it 
offers the Council further powers to ensure that the licence holder is a fit and proper person and 
that satisfactory management arrangements are in place. With the exception of some houses in 
multiple occupation, these powers are not otherwise available to the Council.   
 

Designating the area for selective licensing would provide the Council with some new powers, 
such as the ability to impose licence conditions to address issues relating to the environment; the 
safety of a property; anti-social behaviour and crime. At the same time it would support those 
landlords who provide good quality, well managed accommodation by ensuring that all operating 
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in the sector achieve a minimum level of management. Those that don’t could potentially face 
further action. The aim is to improve the area as a whole.  
 

Significant rental markets in the city have good quality accommodation that is well managed by 
landlords. Unfortunately however not all areas and landlords meet the required standards and/or, 
due to a variety of factors, this can affect an area.  
 

Theme: Bad landlords won’t apply for a licence 
 

One respondent commented “Slum lords won't even apply for the license. This project will punish 
the reputable landlords” 
 

LCC Response: 
 

The Council acknowledges that there are a number of landlords who offer good quality 
accommodation and manage their properties well. Unfortunately, if an area is designated  
for selective licensing those landlords would still require a licence to operate their business.  
Good landlords cannot be exempted from any scheme but the Council will recognise them which  
will make the licensing of their properties easier. Therefore, it is proposed that accredited landlords, 
who are members of the Leeds Rental Standard (LRS) and are applying for a licence for properties 
in their ownership, will be offered a discount on the licence fee. 
 

It is a legal requirement for landlords to apply for a licence for each home they rent out in  
an area designated for selective licensing. If a landlord does not make an appropriate application  
by the time of a designation - or within a reasonable time if they subsequently buy a property in a 
designated area - they would be guilty of an offence and would be considered for enforcement  
action. 
 

Should the area be designated for selective licensing, there would be a dedicated team of 
officers to administer the scheme and to identify those landlords that fail to comply with the 
requirements. 
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RISK ASSESSMENT FOR SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON 

Risk Outcome Likelihood Mitigation of the risk 

Financial Institutions  
“red line” the area for 
private rented 
sector (PRS) 

PRS unable to finance 
repairs causing poor 
housing conditions 
 
PRS abandon area 
creating increased void 
levels 
 
Increased insurance costs 
for landlords 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Low – there is some evidence 
that some lenders will not 
lend in the market but this is 
not all lenders 
 
Low/medium – there has been 
some evidence that insurance 
companies have increased 
premiums for landlords and 
stated that is due to the 
introduction of the selective 
licensing in an area 

If PRS abandon area O/O may purchase available premises as entry 
level properties – area is currently one of few in Leeds classified as 
Affordable Housing.  
 
The Council may purchase as part of its buy back scheme using the 
HRA. Third sector organisations have indicated that they would wish 
to purchase properties in the area  
 
Empty Homes Strategy would help to reduce void levels, including use 
of CPOs as necessary. 
 
Lenders have indicated that each case is likely to be assessed at risk as 
per current financial market. Ability to service loans, credit records 
etc. would be taken into account. Finance on the open market should 
be available 
 
Whilst some lenders may not consider lending in the markets due to 
selective licensing. Discussions with other LA’s were selective licensing 
has been introduced shows that there is funding available to landlords 
and the markets to ensure w health housing market in those areas. 
 
MHCLG discussed with Council Of Mortgage Lenders – will base 
lending on risk and market factors not as its Selective Licensing 
 

Displacement of problem 
tenants to adjoining areas 

Transfer of issues 
affecting the area to 
adjacent areas 

Low/medium The area has natural boundaries as detailed in the business case. 
However this will require to be monitored and if significant addressed. 

Displacement of 
problems to other areas 
of Leeds 

Issues of low demand 
transferred to similar 
areas of Leeds – main 
markets for transfer 
would be Beeston and 

Low risk – movement around 
the city already occurs as part 
of the churning of the rented 
sector. 

There is limited churn around the city. The recent JSA shows that 
there is movement between low rental markets already. The 
introduction of licencing in Beeston and Harehills will along with other 
initiatives such as the Leeds Neighbourhood Approach means that 
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Holbeck and initiatives 
are in place to support 
landlords and tenants 

most of these markets dominated by the PRS will have initiatives to 
address issues which may arise from any movement. 

Retaliatory Evictions as 
landlords need a to 
operate 

Increased number of 
tenants made homeless 

Low/medium – Landlords have 
indicated that they will evict 
tenants if introduced. Tenants 
have indicated that this a real 
concern for them 

LA has a housing welfare function which currently deals with such 
cases/issues. They are aware of the potential of Selective Licensing 
and will act accordingly 
 
Tenants will be able to take up other PRS in the area or within similar 
markets close by. If eviction is illegal then the Council will look to take 
the appropriate legal action against the landlord including 
prosecutions 

The introduction of 
universal credit 

This may affect the 
availability of properties 
for those on benefits as 
the loss of direct 
payments may affect 
landlords willingness to 
rent to those on benefit 

Medium – there is evidence 
that is the case in areas where 
it has been introduced due to 
loss of rental income 

Universal credit is a Government Policy and there is little that can be 
done regarding its introduction. Issues for the sector will arise 
regardless of the introduction of selective licensing. 
 
Selective licensing could help support both landlords and tenants with 
access to support networks and agencies to help all parties with 
claims, access to I, help for landlords via better Council support.  

PRS reduces in size as 
landlords leave 
properties empty/sell on 
thus reducing availability 

Less properties to rent, 
increased demand over 
supply, increased rent for 
those remaining 
 
Long term void levels 
increase contributing to 
the issues of low demand, 
poor environmental 
factors, blight of 
neighbourhoods 
 

Low/medium risk – has been 
anecdotal evidence that some 
landlords have threatened this 
action 

If up for sale they may be purchased by other L/L who wish to invest 
in the area so ensuring the supply of properties for rent is maintained 
 
Opportunity for O/O to purchase property within the area – linked to 
affordability of homes 
 
Empty Homes Strategy to proactively target as per above 
 
Third sector organisations wishing to purchase in the area increasing 
the supply of social and supported homes 

Higher cost of renting Increase in rent to cover 
the Fee Avoid fee by 
leaving 
void/selling on 
 

Medium/high – landlords have 
indicated that this will be the 
option they will take to pay 
their licence fee costs 
 

There is little that can be done to mitigate this risk. Landlords are able 
to increase the rent currently regardless of the introduction of 
selective licensing, subject to correct legal process.  
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Price the area out of 
reach of existing tenants 
 
Tenants may move from 
the area to find more 
affordable 
accommodation 

Tenants have highlighted this 
as of significant concern to 
them especially given the 
issues of low income and 
benefits dependency in the 
area 

All rental markets have a market level in which they operate – if this 
become untenable then the market will have to readjust accordingly 
 
The Local Housing Allowance is set for the city and this will not 
increase as a result of selective licensing – this sets the market value 
for such areas when there is a high level of benefit dependency 
 
It may affect availability to tenants – this may occur if regeneration of 
the area occurs and demand to live there increases.  
 
Within the city they is a diversity of markets which are available to all 
sectors. 
 

The better landlords 
leave the area and the 
void is taken up by poorer 
landlords 

Poorer managed 
properties  
 
Perpetuation of current 
problems 
 
Area deteriorates 

Low risk – due to it being a 
Selective Licensing scheme 
poor landlords should be 
discouraged from entering the 
market 

Selective Licensing means LL has to be fit and proper person which 
should prevent poor landlords/properties occurring 
 
Strategies in place already to deal with these issues including targeted 
and coordinated enforcement by all agencies 
 
Use of management order procedure where necessary 
 
Proposed investment of area will hopefully encourage good landlords 
to remain 

Reduce demand for 
properties in adjacent 
areas 

Adjoining areas become 
low demand and causing 
them to decline 

Low risk - adjacent 
neighbourhoods are different 
markets being public sector or 
O/O sector. Current demand 
for 
housing markets in Leeds are 
buoyant and are likely to 
remain so 

Tasking groups and interagency meetings cover adjacent areas and 
they would become quickly aware of any sign of decline following the 
introduction of Selective Licensing. If it did occur then proactive 
actions could be introduced to try to reverse any change prior to a 
major decline being established 

Selective Licensing has a 
negative impact on the 
area causing further 

Continuation of the issues 
and the further decline of 
the area. 

Low to medium risk – scheme 
outcomes are not known. 
Other 

Ensure all partners are signed up to ensure its success Services to help 
landlords deal with issues are available to the sector 
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decline in the housing 
market 

LAs have yet to see the 
outcome of their schemes. 
Various factors will affect the 
scheme incl possible  
credit issues currently in the 
world financial markets which 
have made lending more 
difficult the cooperation of the 
sector in relation to any 
scheme 

Regular monitoring of trends (Empty Properties/houses prices/ 
turnover/crime stats etc.) to try to determine progress.  
 
Targeted enforcement against those landlords who fail to licence or 
comply to support the good landlords in the area 
 
Supporting initiatives to address issues of deprivation in the area to 
support the sector, communities and residents. 
 

Changes to the tax 
system for landlords – 
loss of tax relief on 
mortgage interest as of 
April 2019 

The loss of the mortgage 
tax relief will affect 
landlords with certain 
business models. This 
may affect their income, 
cash flow and ability to 
operate in certain cases 

High – for those whose 
business model is built on the 
need for the relief to operate 
it will have a detrimental 
effect on their business 

Little that can be done as this is a Government taxation policy 
 
May lead to properties being sold  - see Empty Homes Strategy 
 
Help with payment of the licence fee – 2 part fee structure – potential 
for Leeds City Credit Union to lend to all the cost to be spread over 3 
year period 

Lack of cooperation of 
the PRS in the area to the 
introduction of selective 
licensing 

PRS failure to work with 
the Council. Any scheme 
assumes a level of 
cooperation but if  

Medium – based on the 
feedback the sector has 
indicated it is potentially going 
to increase rents, evict and 
leave properties empty 

Try to engage with the sector as part of any implementation of the 
scheme 
 
Support those who cooperate and target those who don’t with 
partners  
 
May affect the ability to complete the selective licensing as planned in 
the 5 year period – may have to extend via second business case if 
significant  

Judicial Review If approved any 
stakeholder can apply for 
a judicial review – this 
would need to be heard 
prior to any scheme being 
implemented 

High – landlords have 
indicated that they will look at 
taking a judicial review if area 
approved 

Assumption form the start of the process that this is the likely 
outcome. Legal involved in the process to ensure the process and case 
is robust and follows the correct legal procedure. 
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FEE STRUCTURE 
 

Fee structure for the selective licensing scheme, the tables below detail the calculation of the licence fee cost. 
Table 1 shows the calculation of processing of the application, issuing of the licenses and the enforcement costs 
of the scheme. 
 

Table 2 shows the overheads and costs to the Council to deliver the scheme – this is incorporated in to Fee 1 in 
table 1. 
 

NB the overall fee is greater than the initial £825 proposed in the consultation due to the need to split the fee 
following case law. The additional cost will not be added to the initial fee as part of the designation of the 
scheme. 
 

Table 1  
 

 

Main 
Grade 

Time 
taken 

Total time 
taken per 

activity 

Cost 
per/hr 

Total Cost 

Application Processing Cost –Fee 1      
Receive App - includes      
Open envelope/email (print) & stamp date C3     
Check application details C3     
Check SR for open requests C3     
Query raised? Further enquiries  
(Partners -Planning BC etc) C3     
Enter SR for incomplete app and await information C3 60 1 17.19 17.19 
      

Entering App - includes      
All information received - log onto system C3     
Print off documents and create a file -electronic 
storage of documents C3     
Acknowledgement letter & send C3 60 1 17.19 17.19 
      

Invoice - includes      
Set up debtor record if required C3/SO2 30    
Await debtor set-up C3/SO2 15    
Determine discount C3/SO2 15    
Determine capping C3/SO2 15    
Invoice & file away C3/SO2     
Check payment C3/SO2 15    
Retrieve paid file C3 15    
Put invoice ref on UNIFORM and file jacket C3 15 2 17.19 34.38 

Pass to officer for drafting C3     
      

Officer drafts intention - includes      
Officer considers & drafts licence SO2 60    
Date checks SO2 15    
ID checks SO2 45    
Determine capping SO2 15    
Check SR to see if reminders sent SO2 15    
Priority rating SO2 30    
Submit for drafting/IT updating SO2 30 3 20.61 61.83 
      

Processing a draft - includes      

Log into record and draft licence including notices and 
covering letters 

SO2 1 
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Check correct number in UNIFORM for occupancy & 
records linked 

SO2 15 1.25 20.61 25.7625 

Officer checks draft & signs PO2 30 0.5 22.92 11.46 

Photocopy C3 15    
Post C3 15    
Issue (2nd invoice stage) invoice inc ck LRS membership C3 15    
File and await payment C3 15 1 17.19 17.19 

Council Cost       
On-costs  for the scheme to the Council - see table 2   1,620,820 6500 249.36 

INITIAL LICENCE COST     434.36 

Licence and enforcement costs – Fee 2      
FINAL LICENCE      
Check final payment C3     
Insert detail to UNIFORM & File C3     
Generate final licence C3 60 0.5 17.19 8.595 

Officer checks final licence PO2 30    
Officer checks Priority Rating/Inspection requirements 
and records 

PO2 30 1 22.92 22.92 

Photocopy C3     
Post C3     
File C3 30 0.5 17.19 8.595 
      

INSPECTION      
Diary check SO2/PO2 15 6.75 22.92 154.71 

review portfolio/priority rate SO2/PO2 30    
      

Review files SO2/PO2 30    
Check UNIFORM screens including Service Requests SO2/PO2 30    
Gather inspection paperwork SO2/PO2 15    
Travel SO2/PO2 30    
Inspect SO2/PO2 60    
Travel SO2/PO2 30    
Inspection report generation -email/standard form SO2/PO2 90    
Discussions with landlord (pre and/or post inspection) SO2/PO2 30    
Enter inspection & notes to UNIFORM SO2/PO2 45    
      

POST INSPECTION ISSUES      
Travel SO2/PO2 30    
Revisits SO2/PO2 60    
Travel SO2/PO2 30 2 22.92 45.84 
      

Enforcement - general enforcement of the scheme inc 
chasing non licence props and street wlks       
Chasing non licensed properties SO2 1    
Chasing bad debt SO2 1 2 20.61 41.22 

Legal Action      
Initial investigation of evidence -inc gather evidence PO2 14    
PACE interview PO2 3    
Management checks PO4 2    
Disclosure Officer PO6 1    
Case determination PO2 5    
File preparation - witness  statements etc PO2 12    
Legal - discussions/ meetings/summons PO2 7.5    
Case check/review/prepare for court/tribunal PO2 12    
Attendance at court/tribunal inc. travel PO2 10    
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Post trial/tribunal actions PO2 3 69.5 22.92 159.294 

Total draft Licence and enforcement costs     441.174 
      

Total Licence Cost     875.53 

 

Table 2  
 

 Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6  
 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2023/24 2024/25  

 

Oct - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Mar 

Apr - 
Sept 

Total 

EXPENDITURE        
Basic Pay 299,032 610,026 622,227 634,671 647,365 660,312 336,759 0 

National Insurance 30,564 62,351 63,598 64,870 66,168 67,491 34,420 0 

Superannuation   
(Non Teaching) 48,442 98,822 100,799 102,815 104,871 106,969 54,554 0 

IAS19 WYPF adjustment        0 

Professionally Linked 
Training 500 1,010 1,020 1,030 1,041 1,051 531 6,183 

Office Furniture & 
Equipment 5,000       5,000 

Office Consumables 250 505 510 515 520 526 531 3,357 

Postage 2,000 4,040 4,080 4,121 4,162 4,204 2,102 24,710 

Mobile phones 7,150       7,150 

Mobile phone contract  303 306 309 156 79 79 1,232 

Laptops 24,000       24,000 

Online payments set up 10,000       10,000 

Printing 1,250 2,525 2,550 2,576 2,602 2,628 1,314 15,444 

Clothing & Uniforms 200 404 408 412 416 420 210 2,470 

Other Hired And Contracted Services      0 
Public transport 
expenses 500 1,000 1,010 1,020 1,030 1,041 520 6,121 

Car & motorcycle 
Allowances 2,500 5,050 5,101 5,152 5,203 5,255 2,628 30,889 

Car parking fees        0 

Essential car user  
Lump Sum 8,667 17,507 17,682 17,859 18,038 18,218 9,109 107,080 

Legal Disbursements 5,000 10,100 10,201 10,303 10,406 10,510 5,255 61,775 

Invoice charge Hough 
Top Court 65,000       65,000 

Management time 19,035 38,831 39,607 40,399 41,207 42,031 21,436 242,546 

Admin 13,195 26,917 27,455 28,004 28,564 29,136 14,859 168,130 

Overheads 81,343 131,909 134,483 137,109 139,762 142,480 72,646 839,732 

Total Council Cost        1,620,820 
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PROPOSED LICENCE CONDITIONS FOR SELECTIVE LICENSING IN BEESTON 
 

 

Leeds City Council (‘the Council’), being the Local Housing Authority, attaches the following 

conditions to the house subject to selective licensing by virtue of the provisions of Section 90 of the 

Housing Act 2004. 
 

The licence holder and (if appropriate) a person on whom restrictions or obligations under a 

licence are imposed, is required:   
 

Gas  

To ensure that all gas installations and appliances are in a gas safe condition and that an annual gas 

safety check is carried out by a Gas Safe registered engineer.  

To produce to the Council on demand for inspection, a copy of the gas safety certificate obtained in 

respect of the house within the last 12 months.   

To provide a copy of the current gas safety certificate to all tenants/occupiers at the beginning of their 

tenancy/occupancy and to keep a written record that this has been provided.    

Electrical Safety  

To keep any electrical appliances that are made available in the house in a safe condition and to supply 

to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the safety of such appliances.    

Smoke Alarms  

To ensure that a smoke alarm is installed on each storey of the house on which there is a room used 

wholly or partly as living accommodation and to keep each alarm in proper working order  

To supply to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the condition and positioning of any smoke 

alarm.  

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Alarms  

To ensure that a CO alarm is installed in any room that is used wholly or partly as living accommodation 

and contains a solid fuel burning combustion appliance and to keep any CO alarm in proper working 

order.  

To supply to the Council, on demand, a declaration as to the condition and positioning of any CO alarm.  

Furniture and furnishings  

To keep any furniture that is made available in the house in a safe condition and to supply to the 

Council, on demand, a declaration as to the safety of such furniture.  

Antisocial Behaviour  

To take all reasonable and practicable steps to prevent or reduce antisocial behaviour (ASB) by persons 

occupying or visiting the house, including, but not exclusively -   

i. To put in place a written procedure that indicates how complaints relating to ASB will be dealt with. 

A copy of the procedure shall be supplied to the occupier(s) upon the commencement of their 

tenancy and to the Council on demand. 
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ii. To keep a written record of complaints received relating to ASB. The record shall include details of 

the complaint together with the action taken to resolve the matter, and shall be retained for the 

term of this licence. iii. Where ASB is sustained, regular or more than one occurrence (even if 

months apart), the licence holder shall take all reasonable and practicable steps to ensure it is 

effectively dealt with, up to and including eviction. 

Management of the Property  

To ensure that the internal structure of the house and every window and other means of ventilation 

is maintained in good repair and that any fixtures and fittings and appliances made available are 

maintained in good repair and working order.    

To ensure, as far as is reasonably practicable, that the exterior of the property (including any boundary 

walls, gates and yards) is maintained in reasonable decorative order and in a good state of repair; that 

the exterior is free from graffiti and fly posters; and that gardens are maintained in a reasonably clean 

and tidy condition.  

Household Waste  

To ensure that the house has suitable and sufficient provision for the storage and collection of waste 

arising from the household occupying the property, including the correct type and number of waste 

bins.  

To ensure that all waste collected from the premises complies with the Council’s Waste Policy for the 

collection of waste from domestic premises  

Tenancy Management  

To supply to all the occupiers of the house, within 7 days of the commencement of any new tenancy, 

a written statement of the terms on which they occupy the property and to keep a written record that 

this has been supplied.    

To obtain a reference for each person who wishes to live in the house as their main home. References 

shall be obtained before entering into any new tenancy, licence or other form of agreement to occupy 

the house and shall be retained for the term of this licence.   

To supply to the Council on demand any references obtained for any tenancy for the term of the 

licence.  

To supply to the Council, on demand, details of all occupiers of the house. 

Where a tenancy is terminated during the term of the licence, to ensure the correct process is followed 

and to supply to the Council, on demand, a copy of all relevant documentation to demonstrate that 

the correct process has been followed.   

To ensure that they give the tenant/occupier at least 24 hours’ written notice of their intention to 

enter the house and specify the reason(s) entry is required. The exception to this is when it would not 

be reasonable to give such notice and access is urgent, for example in an emergency.  

Licence  

To notify the Council, within 14 days, of any material change in circumstances that may affect the 

validity and/or terms of the licence, including:  

• A change of address 
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• A change of manager, management arrangements or property ownership 

• Any change in the licence holder’s and/or (if appropriate) a person on whom restrictions or 

obligations under the licence are imposed, or any associate’s circumstances that may affect their 

status as a fit and proper person under the Housing  Act 2004 

• Any proposed changes to the house, including its layout that would affect the licence or licence 

conditions 
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LITERATURE PRODUCED BY GROUPS CAMPAIGNING AGAINST  

SELECTIVE LICENSING  
 

Screen shots of the Leeds Says No to Selective Licensing website  
 
https://www.noselectivelicensing.co.uk/  
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Template letter for landlords on website- 
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Template letter for tenants on website- 
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Screen shots of the Leeds Against Selective Licensing Facebook page  
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Copies of leaflets distributed by the Leeds Says No to Selective Licensing campaign group 
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