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1. Executive Summary 

Medway Council is committed to improving the standard of privately rented property in Medway 

and creating a fair environment for both tenants and responsible landlords, targeting rogue 

operators and those letting unsuitable properties, driving up standards to the benefit of all.  

In order to build on the achievements of the current mandatory HMO licensing scheme and address 

issues in the private rented sector (PRS), the council is proposing to introduce two new discretionary 

licensing schemes. 

A selective licensing scheme is proposed for all privately rented homes (excluding HMOs) within 

seven out of 24 wards to address the prevalence of poor housing conditions.  

These wards include: 

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Strood North & Frindsbury 

• Watling. 

It is a requirement of the scheme that all properties in the designated areas that are rented to a 

single household (e.g., a family) or two unrelated sharers (e.g., two friends living together) will need 

to have a licence to be legally let. The scheme can be approved by the council’s cabinet and could 

be implemented in November 2026. 

An additional HMO licensing scheme is also proposed within six out of 24 wards to address the 

prevalence of poorly managed HMOs.  

These wards include:  

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Watling. 

The additional HMO licensing scheme will apply to all HMOs in the designated areas except those 

that already require a mandatory HMO licence. The additional HMO licensing scheme would help to 

drive up standards and ensure safer and better managed HMO accommodation. This scheme would 

be implemented concurrently with the selective licensing scheme. Additional HMO licensing can also 

be approved by the council’s cabinet and could be implemented in November 2026. 

When proposing to introduce discretionary property licensing schemes, the Housing Act 2004 

requires councils to take reasonable steps to consult with all persons likely to be affected by the 

proposed designation(s). Medway Council commissioned Transform, an independent consultancy, 

specialising in collaborating with local authorities, to deliver public consultations to undertake an 

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

To help inform all stakeholders, a consultation evidence pack was developed by Transform in 

conjunction with Medway Council, and this, along with other relevant documents, was available for 
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the duration of the consultation on the council’s website. The council also had a dedicated 

phoneline and email inbox specifically to receive comments and submissions and to communicate 

with stakeholders for the duration of the consultation.  

The consultation ran for a total of 10 weeks between 23 March 2026 and 4 June 2026, including a 

short extension to ensure that the full consultation period remained available following a technical 

issue affecting survey access (see further detail below in Section 1.1 regarding the consultation 

timeline). The consultation utilised a variety of methods to reach and seek opinions from all those 

likely to be affected by the council’s proposals, both within and outside Medway. These methods 

included an online survey, two virtual public meetings with landlords, tenants, residents, and 

landlord groups, and 64 stakeholders were directly contacted and asked for their response to the 

consultation. Stakeholders included local councillors, voluntary community sector organisations, 

tenants and resident associations, housing charities, neighbouring local authorities and parish 

councils. The council advertised the consultation through digital and print media, as well as in-

person methods. 

The consultation received 209 survey responses. This excludes three further responses from 

individuals who began the survey but did not consent to Medway Council’s Privacy Notice and 

therefore chose not to proceed with the survey. The survey incorporated a quantitative approach 

and qualitative responses through free text boxes. Qualitative feedback outside of the survey was 

also received at two virtual public meetings (attended by 59 people in total) and from 30 written 

responses from interested parties, including three formal written responses from landlord 

representative organisations. 

The consultation looked at the level of support for introducing an additional HMO scheme and a 

selective licensing scheme.  

The consultation also sought views on:  

• the proposed licence conditions;  

• associated fees;  

• potential discounts;  

• scheme objectives;   

• perceptions of the issues of poor property conditions and anti-social behaviour (ASB) in 

Medway.  

In addition, the consultation garnered views on issues within the HMO tenure, including:  

• management and maintenance;  

• health and safety;  

• overcrowding;  

• noise, nuisance and other ASB; 

• landlords’ responsibilities. 

 

The results of the consultation survey and the views of stakeholders gathered during the 

consultation are analysed fully in this report. 

 

 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/propertylicensing
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1.1 Consultation Timeline  

The consultation ran for a total period of 10 weeks between 23 March 2026 and 4 June 2026, with 

extensions applied to ensure that consultees were provided with the full intended consultation 

period.  

The consultation was originally scheduled to close at 23:59 on Sunday 31 May 2026. However, a 

technical issue affecting access to the online consultation platform was identified during the final 

weekend of the consultation. To ensure that consultees were not disadvantaged by this disruption, 

the council took the decision to reopen the consultation at approximately 17:00 on 1 June 2026.  

As a result, the consultation remained open until 00:00 on 4 June 2026 (i.e. midnight at the end of 3 

June). This provided approximately 55 additional hours for responses following the reopening on 1 

June 2026. This extension ensured that the consultation met the statutory 10-week consultation 

requirement.  

During the extension period, it was identified that the consultation had initially closed at 00:00 on 4 

June due to an administrative error. As the consultation had been publicly communicated as closing 

at “midnight on 4 June”, which could reasonably be interpreted as the end of that day, the council 

took the decision to reopen the consultation again at approximately 09:40 on 4 June 2026. 

The consultation was subsequently kept open until 00:00 on 5 June 2026 (i.e. midnight at the end of 

4 June), providing a further 14 hours for responses. This action was taken to ensure that all 

consultees were afforded a clear and reasonable opportunity to participate in line with the 

communicated closing time.  

In total, 36 responses were received during the extended period (from 1 June to 4 June inclusive), 

including 23 responses submitted after the consultation was reopened on 4 June 2026. These 

responses have been included in full within the consultation analysis presented in this report. 

 

1.2 Key Findings 

The following analysis is based on definitive responses. Where a set of responses totals less than 100 

per cent, the remaining proportion of respondents answered, ‘neither agree nor disagree’ or ‘don’t 

know’.   

Selective overall Landlords, 

letting or 

managing 

agents 

Residents 

(including 

private 

tenants) and 

businesses 

Other 

stakeholders 

 

Total consultation 

survey responses   

 

 

209 responses 

 

75 responses 

 

131 responses 

 

3 responses 
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Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Agree with 

selective licensing 

proposal  

50% 8% 73% 67% 

Disagree with 

selective licensing 

proposal 

41% 81% 19% 0% 

 

Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Agree with 

proposed selective 

licensing 

conditions  

51% 17% 70% 67% 

Disagree with 

proposed selective 

licensing 

conditions 

35% 67% 18% 0% 

 

Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Selective licensing 

fee is about right 

21% 5% 28% 67% 

Selective licensing 

fee is too low 

28% 1% 44% 0% 

Selective licensing 

fee is too high  

43% 92% 16% 0% 

 

Additional HMO overall Landlords, 

letting or 

managing 

agents 

Residents 

(including 

private 

tenants) and 

business 

Other 

stakeholders 

 

Total consultation 

survey responses   

 

 

209 responses 

 

75 responses 

 

131 responses 

 

3 responses 

 

 

Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 
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Agree with 

additional HMO 

licensing proposal 

56% 28% 73% 67% 

Disagree with 

additional HMO 

licensing proposal 

28% 41% 21% 0% 

 

Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Agree with 

proposed 

additional HMO 

licensing 

conditions  

56% 24% 74% 100% 

Disagree with 

proposed 

additional HMO 

licensing 

conditions 

22% 33% 15% 0% 

 

Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Additional HMO 

licensing fee is 

about right 

22% 8% 30% 33% 

Additional HMO 

licensing fee is too 

low 

30% 3% 46% 0% 

Additional HMO 

licensing fee is too 

high  

37% 75% 15% 33% 

 

Scheme objectives  Landlords, 

letting or 

managing 

agents 

Residents 

(including 

private 

tenants) and 

business 

Other 

stakeholders 

 

Total consultation 

survey responses   

 

 

209 responses 

 

75 responses 

 

131 responses 

 

3 responses 
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Total responses to 

the question  

209 responses 75 responses 131 responses 3 responses 

Agree with scheme 

objectives 

48% 20% 63% 67% 

Disagree with 

scheme objectives 

32% 60% 17% 0% 

 

1.3 Conclusions 

Alongside the quantitative data from the online survey, respondents had the opportunity to express 

their views in free-text form in response to several questions. Therefore, the aggregate online 

analysis offers only a partial view. The survey data, along with the free-form text responses, virtual 

public meetings, and other written responses, provide vital insights. 

It must also be noted that for some questions, the proportion of responses classified as ‘neither 

agree or disagree’ and ‘don’t know’ is, in a few cases, substantial (up to 44 per cent); though 

generally between 10 per cent and 20 per cent. This uncertainty or neutrality suggests that some 

respondents may not have strong opinions or find the issues complex. In the case that respondents 

were unsure about any aspect of the proposed schemes or consultation, the council invited 

questions and comments through a dedicated phone line, email inbox, and two public forums. 

A major finding was the stark contrast in views about the proposals among different stakeholder 

groups. While residents (including private tenants) and businesses and other stakeholders generally 

support the council’s proposals, landlords, lettings and managing agents, and their representative 

bodies, were generally opposed.  

The aggregate online survey shows that half of respondents (50 per cent) support the council’s 

selective licensing proposal, while less than half (41 per cent) disagree with the proposal. There is 

even greater support for the proposed additional HMO licensing scheme, with 56 per cent of 

respondents agreeing and only 28 per cent disagreeing. Views expressed in the free-text responses 

ranged from positivity that the council is actively tackling issues prevalent in the PRS such as poor 

housing conditions, ASB and overcrowding, to concerns that the schemes were unnecessary, 

burdensome, a way for the council to generate revenue, and that the cost of the licence fee would 

be passed on to tenants.  

A significant number of the attendees at the public online forums were landlords and 

managing/letting agents who held strong views and were critical of property licensing schemes in 

general. In particular, they perceived the schemes as being unfair in targeting good landlords and 

were concerned about the effectiveness of property licensing schemes, their duplication of other 

legislation, and the council’s own ability to achieve its objectives. The main objections, however, 

were to the economic costs of licensing schemes for landlords, which they felt would inevitably be 

passed onto tenants and could drive landlords out of the market. 

The council received a number of written responses from various stakeholders, both supporting and 

opposing the council’s proposals. The MP for Gillingham and Rainham shared a letter of support, 

recognising the challenges in the PRS and acknowledging the proposed schemes as a valuable tool 

in addressing poor housing conditions and other issues. In contrast, landlord representative 
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organisations such as the NRLA, Safeagent and Propertymark expressed varied views on the 

proposals. The NRLA and Propertymark objected to the proposals, arguing that the council should 

utilise existing enforcement powers to address issues in the PRS. Safeagent, on the other hand, 

recognised the value of the proposed licensing schemes, but highlighted the risks associated with 

the schemes, emphasising the importance of adequate resourcing, effective implementation, and 

meaningful collaboration with landlords and agents if the schemes are to achieve their intended 

outcomes. 
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2. Introduction 

 

2.1 Background 

 

Between 23 March and 4 June 2026, Medway Council consulted on new licensing proposals for the 

PRS in Medway. Property licensing is a way of ensuring safer and better standards in private rented 

properties.    

Medway is consistent with London and the South East in that it has a shortage of affordable 

housing, with house prices remaining out of reach for many. The demand for social housing far 

outstrips the supply. As a result, private rented property is increasingly becoming the only viable 

option for many Medway residents, including those who are vulnerable and on low incomes. 

Currently, 23.2 per cent of Medway’s housing stock is in the PRS, and this is expected to continue to 

rise in the future.  

While the majority of properties in the PRS are well maintained and safe, there is a growing number 

of properties that are substandard and potentially dangerous. Even well-intentioned landlords may 

not always be aware of the latest legal and safety requirements. These properties pose a risk to the 

health, safety, and wellbeing of tenants, cause issues with neighbours, and require numerous 

interventions from council teams that are already under pressure. It is crucial for the council to utilise 

all available tools to improve the situation for tenants renting properties in this sector. Licensing 

plays a key role in this effort.   

  

2.2 Proposals 

 

The council is proposing to introduce a selective licensing scheme for all privately rented homes 

(excluding HMOs) within seven out of 24 wards to address the prevalence of poor housing 

conditions.  

These wards include: 

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Strood North & Frindsbury 

• Watling 

It is a requirement of the scheme that all properties in the designated areas that are rented to a 

single household (e.g., a family) or two unrelated sharers (e.g., two friends living together) will need 

to have a licence to be legally let. The scheme can be approved by the council’s cabinet and could 

be implemented in November 2026. 
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An additional HMO licensing scheme is also proposed within six out of 24 wards to address the 

prevalence of poorly managed HMOs.  

These wards include:  

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Watling. 

The additional HMO licensing scheme will apply to all HMOs in the designated areas except those 

that already require a mandatory HMO licence. The additional HMO licensing scheme would help to 

drive up standards and ensure safer and better managed HMO accommodation. This scheme would 

be implemented concurrently with the selective licensing scheme. Additional HMO licensing can also 

be approved by the council’s cabinet and could be implemented in November 2026. 

 

2.3 Public consultation 

 

The consultation ran for a total of 10 weeks between 23 March and 4 June 2026 including a short 

extension to ensure that the full consultation period remained available following a technical issue 

affecting survey access (see section 1.1 for further detail regarding the consultation timeline). In 

order to gather as much feedback as possible from landlords, tenants, residents and other 

stakeholders, the council used several strategies to promote the consultation. 

The consultation focused on the extent to which respondents agree or disagree with the council’s 

proposal to introduce the additional HMO licensing and selective licensing schemes.  

The consultation also looked at views on:  

• the proposed licence conditions;  

• associated fees;  

• proposed discounts;  

• scheme objectives;  

• the respondents’ perceptions of ASB;  

• poor property conditions;  

• other issues in the PRS in Medway.  

Working alongside Transform, an independent consulting firm, specialising in collaborating with 

local authorities to deliver public consultations, the council launched a comprehensive 

communications and marketing campaign to inform all stakeholders about the council’s ongoing 

consultation on the proposed introduction of selective licensing and additional HMO licensing 

schemes, with the aim of encouraging active participation.  

The communications strategy was designed to inform and educate all stakeholders about the 

proposed licensing scheme and its potential benefits. The marketing approach was primarily focused 

on digital activities and online events. However, to meet the needs of the digitally excluded, physical 

hard copy communications were also made available. 
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Communications channels 

• the council used a wide range of communication channels to promote the consultation and 

make stakeholders aware of the proposals   

• the council undertook various activities to engage all stakeholder groups, both within and 

outside of Medway to raise their awareness about the consultation. These activities included:  

o updating the council website homepage with a news article and a link to the 

consultation on 20 March 2026; 

o press release to announce the start of the consultation was published on 20 March 

2026; 

o press release to announce the consultation would soon close was published on 28 

May 2026. 

• The press release was linked to relevant housing web pages  

• Leaflets were distributed at food banks and children centres  

Using the council’s social media 

• 21 Facebook posts with a total of 23,698 people reached, 42 likes and 37 shares  

• 10 X (formerly known as Twitter) posts with a total of 6 likes and 2 shares 

• 10 LinkedIn posts with a total of 515 reached, 11 clicks, 2 likes and 2 shares 

• 4 NextDoor posts with a total of 5,188 impressions, 7 comments and 3 likes  

 

Activities to reach out to Medway tenants and residents included: 

• News about the consultation was included on One Minute Medway on 20 March 2026 and 

29 May 2026 

• News about the consultation was added in Medway e-newsletter, eMedway Matters on 3 

April 2026, 17 April 2026, 1 May 2026 and 15 May 2026, with approximately 13,700 

subscribers  

• News about the consultation was included in Medway’s service area e-Newsletters: 

• Business on 22 May 2026 to 2,315 subscribers 

• Climate Change on 23 April 2026 to 2,418 subscribers 

• Housing special on 5 May 2026 to 2,119 subscribers   

• A leaflet drop to every household in Medway (132,178 households) commenced on 4 May 

2026 

• An out of home campaign was added to 25 bus routes leaving Medway depot 

• An out of home campaign with adverts added to 10 Bauer media sites in Medway ran from 4 

May to 17 May 2026 

• Posters were displayed at the following libraries: 

• Chatham 

• Cuxton 

• Gillingham 

• Grain 

• Hempstead 

• Hoo 

• Lordswood 
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• Luton 

• Rainham 

• Rochester 

• Strood 

• Twydall 

• Walderslade  

• Hook Meadow 

• Wigmore 

Activities to reach out to landlords included three direct emails to known landlords and agents 

operating in Medway. The details are:  

• 117 on 23 April 2026  

• 715 on 27 April 2026  

• 693 on 18 May 2026 

Activities to reach out to landlords outside of Medway included:   

• 25 bus routes leaving Medway depot 

An out of home campaign with adverts added to Bauer media sites in Medway ran from 4 May to 17 

May 2026.  

In addition, the Chief Executives of the following organisations were written to directly: 

• National Residential Landlords Association (NRLA)  

• British Landlords Association (BLA) 

• iHowz 

• Safeagent 

• UK Association of Letting Agents. 

A contact at the Kent Landlord Accreditation Scheme (KLAS) was also directly contacted. 

The following organisations were included on the press release distribution list: 

• NRLA 

• Arla Propertymark 

• Safeagents 

• KLAS 

• iHowz 

• Letting Agent Today 

• London Property Licensing website 

• BLA 

• Guild of Letting & Management 

A digital campaign with the London Property Licensing (LPL) ran between 7 April and 4 June 2026. 

LPL is the award winning, leading website for informing private landlords in the UK. It is the only 

website dedicated to providing simple, impartial and expert advice on property licensing and 

explaining the licensing requirements across every London borough. The website reaches out to 

landlords based throughout the UK and those based abroad. Since launching in April 2015, the 

website has received more than 2.2 million views. The Medway campaign included:  
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• From 7 April to 4 June 2026, a rotating banner headline at the top of the LPL home page. The 

banner headline had a hyperlink to the LPL Medway property licensing consultation 

webpage 

• A pixel banner advert promoting the licensing consultation was placed on the LPL 

homepage, Medway borough page.  

• Anyone clicking on the advert was taken directly to the council’s consultation webpage  

• From 7 April 2026 to 4 June 2026, a licensing consultation listing was displayed on the LPL 

website and promoted on the home page, the licensing consultations page and Medway 

borough page. The listing summarised the purpose of the consultation and explained how to 

take part. The listing included promotion of three online consultation meetings (including an 

online meeting that was originally scheduled for 22 April but was subsequently rescheduled 

and took place on 14 May) and was updated when the consultation was extended from 31 

May to 4 June 2026   

• The Medway consultation was promoted in newsletters distributed on 21 April and 29 May 

2026. The newsletter is widely distributed to landlords, letting agents, organisations, local 

authority officers and government officials and sent to more than 3,700 people who have 

requested updates on housing regulation and property licensing schemes in London.  

• The LPL LinkedIn page and LPL Facebook page carried news of the consultation on 9 April 

and 21 May 2026. An extra post was put out on 2 June 2026 to say the consultation had 

been extended.    

• Posts about the licensing consultation were published on the LPL X (formerly known as 

Twitter) feed (@lplicensing), timed to cover a variety of morning, afternoon and evening 

posts throughout the consultation period. During this period the @lplicensing X feed had 

more than 2,300 followers, generating impressions, likes, reposts and comments.   

 

Direct emails were sent to all of the Leader’s offices, Chief Executives and housing services at all local 

authorities across Kent on 2 June 2026. 

 

Activities to make digitally excluded and vulnerable stakeholders aware of the consultation included: 

distributing leaflets and posters to the following organisations: 

• Gillingham Street Angels 

• Age UK 

• Crisis 

• Shelter 

• YMCA 

• Citizens Advice 

• One Big Family 

• Medway Street Angels 
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Paper copies of the consultation were available upon request. 

The following organisations were included on the press release distribution list: 

• Generation Rent 

• Justice for Tenants 

• Flat Justice 

• Age UK Kent Rivers 

• Re:State 

• Shelter 

• Refugee Council 

• YMCA Maidstone   

 

Activities to make stakeholders within the council aware of the consultation included: 

• Updating the council website corporate homepage to include the consultation 

• Posting a news article about the consultation on the internal newsletter on 13 March, 13 

April and 7 May 2026. This included a link to One Minute Medway that received 106 views 

• A notice was placed on the internal newsletter staff webspace  

• An email signature was created for staff to use 

 

Using the council’s social media: 

• 21 Facebook posts with a total of 23,698 people reached, 42 likes and 37 shares  

• 10 X (formerly known as Twitter) posts with a total of 6 likes and 2 shares 

• 10 LinkedIn posts with a total of 515 reached, 11 clicks, 2 likes and 2 shares 

• 4 NextDoor posts with a total of 5,188 impressions, 7 comments and 3 likes  

 

 

2.4 Consultation methods 

 

The council used several methods to gather feedback from stakeholders about the council’s 

proposals.  

Online survey 

An online survey was open to the general public. Respondents could also request a paper version of 

the survey. The consultation received a total of 209 responses. This total excludes three responses 

from individuals who began the survey but did not consent to Medway Council’s Privacy Notice and 

therefore chose not to proceed with the survey. The consultation survey was the main method of 

gathering feedback during the consultation. Respondents were asked their views on selective 

licensing and additional HMO licensing, the proposed fees, discounts, licence conditions, scheme 

objectives, and their views on issues within Medway. Their responses are analysed and broken down 

by stakeholder type below. A copy of the survey questionnaire can be found in Appendix 3. 
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Public forums 

The council held two virtual public forums to provide more information about the proposed 

schemes and to gather feedback from landlords, residents and other stakeholders who would be 

impacted by licensing. The public meetings were held over Microsoft Teams and were facilitated by 

Transform. This included a presentation of the council’s proposals followed by a question-and-

answer session with council officers. These events are summarised below: 

• virtual public forum 1, 14 May 2026  

• virtual public forum 2, 20 May 2026 

The above meetings were widely publicised. 30 people registered for the first event with 18 actual 

attendees. 58 people registered for the second event with 41 actual attendees. 

The first public forum was originally scheduled to take place on 22 April. However, due to the event 

receiving no registrations, the decision was taken to reschedule to 14 May. This afforded the council 

more time to publicise the event, resulting in strong attendance across both public forums.  

Other written feedback  

The council invited written representations by email and post throughout the consultation period. 

The council received 30 email responses regarding the consultation, including three formal written 

responses from landlord representative organisations, which can be found in full in Appendix 4. A 

letter of support for the scheme was also received from the MP for Gillingham and Rainham, which 

can be found in full in Appendix 5. These responses have been reviewed and analysed alongside 

survey findings. 
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3. Consultation survey results 

This section of the report presents the results from the consultation survey. There were 209 

responses to the consultation survey.  

In the following analysis, the percentages are based on the answers to the question and will state 

where fewer than the total 209 respondents answered the question. 

3.1 Analysis note 

Where findings are presented by stakeholder group, it is important to note that the percentages for 

the ‘other stakeholder’ group represents only three respondents. Percentages for this group have 

been presented for consistency with the wider analysis but should be interpreted with caution, as 

each response represents one-third of the total responses in this group. 

Throughout the survey analysis, responses are presented in charts as percentages rounded to whole 

numbers for ease of interpretation. Where summary statements refer to respondents who ‘agree’ or 

‘disagree’, these figures represent the combined proportions selecting ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ or 

‘strongly disagree’ and ‘disagree’ respectively. 

As chart percentages are rounded for presentation purposes, minor differences may occur between 

percentages derived from the charts and those reported in Section 1.2 (Key Findings), which are 

based on the underlying unrounded survey data. Consequently, totals may differ by one or two 

percentage points. Where precise figures are required, the percentages reported in Section 1.2 (Key 

Findings) should be regarded as the definitive source.   

 

3.2 Overall consultation response 

The consultation ran for a total of 10 weeks between 23 March and 4 June 2026, during which 

time, different stakeholder groups were engaged in myriad ways. The timeline of responses is shown 

below.  
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Respondents could optionally give information on the first part of their postcode, allowing for 

geographic analysis of responses. Of the 179 respondents who provided this information, the vast 

majority were Medway residents, though some responses came from further afield: 

 

 

 

Respondents were also asked to give information about how they heard about the consultation. 206 

respondents answered this optional question, though more than one choice of answer was 

permitted, giving a larger total number of responses (232). A high proportion of the responses listed 

leaflet (30 per cent of all responses from 34 per cent of respondents) or email (24 per cent of all 

responses from 27 per cent of respondents) as a channel by which respondents found the 

consultation. Another 13 per cent of responses (from 14 per cent of respondents) listed social media 

and 11 per cent of all responses (from 13 per cent of respondents) listed ‘word of mouth’. The 

remaining 22 per cent of all responses listed other channels such as the Medway Council website, 

posters, and local newspapers. 
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3.3 Stakeholders 

 

All respondents to the consultation were categorised into the following stakeholder groups: 

 

● As a Medway resident or local business (but not a landlord) 

● As a landlord, letting or managing agent with properties in Medway 

● As another type of stakeholder  

How did you hear about this consultation? (More than one response allowed) 

In what capacity are you responding to this survey? 
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Respondents who stated they were a Medway resident or local business, or a landlord, letting or 

managing agent were then asked which description would best describe them. 

 

Of the 131 residents or local businesses who responded to this question, 103 (79 per cent) said they 

were an owner occupier or shared owner, 21 (16 per cent) said they were private tenants, and 7 (5 

per cent) said they were another type of resident or local business. 
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Of the 75 landlords, letting or managing agents who responded to this question, 44 (59 per cent) 

said they were a landlord who manages their own property, and 27 (36 per cent) said they were a 

landlord who uses a managing agent. 4 responses (5 per cent) were from letting or managing 

agents. 

 

 

 

If you are a resident living in Medway, or responding on behalf of a local business in 

Medway, which of the following best describes you? 

If you are a landlord or agent with properties in Medway, which of the following best 

describes you? 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 24 

 

 

The three respondents who stated they were another type of stakeholder were then asked to 

describe the capacity in which they were responding to the consultation: 

• one of these responses was submitted on behalf of Arches Chatham Neighbourhood Forum; 

• the other two respondents in this category chose not to provide any further details. 

The range of respondents to the consultation shows a good representation of views from different 

stakeholder groups.  

 

Landlords’ relationship to Medway 

Landlords, letting or managing agents who responded to the consultation were asked if they lived in 

Medway. Of the 75 landlords, letting or managing agents who responded to this question, 53 (71 

per cent) said they lived in Medway, and 22 (29 per cent) said they lived outside of Medway. 

 

 

 

 

These results indicate that the consultation reached landlords both within and outside of Medway.  

Types of property and length of ownership 

Landlords, letting or managing agents were also asked about the types of properties they owned, 

and how long they had owned them. More landlords owned single family occupancy 

houses/bungalows than other types of properties. The majority of landlords owned only one or a 

small number of properties and had done so for more than 10 years. The majority of owner-

occupiers had also owned their properties for over 10 years. 

Do you live in Medway? (Landlords and letting/managing agents) 
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Accreditation  

Landlords, letting or managing agents were additionally asked whether they belonged to any 

accredited landlord schemes or were a member of any organisations. All landlords/letting agents 

(75) responded to this question but were allowed to indicate more than one option, giving a larger 

total number of responses (86). 42 per cent of all responses (from 48 per cent of respondents in this 

stakeholder group) indicated no accreditation with any of the listed schemes. The NRLA had the 

largest proportion of responses indicating membership (37 per cent of all responses from 43 per 

cent of respondents in this stakeholder group). The remaining 21 per cent of responses indicated 

membership with other schemes and organisations, including ARLA Propertymark, KLAS, and RICS. 

 

Please indicate how many properties you own/manage in Medway, for each of the 

following types: (Landlords/letting agents) 

 

How long have you owned property in Medway? (Owner-occupiers and Landlords/letting 

agents) 
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Are you accredited or a member of any of the following? (Landlords/letting agents; more than 

one answer permitted) 
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3.4 Views on the proposed selective licensing scheme 

 

The council is proposing to introduce one selective licensing designation which would apply to 

privately rented homes across the following seven wards based on the criteria of poor housing 

conditions: 

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Strood North & Frindsbury 

• Watling. 

 

All 209 respondents answered this question. Half of respondents, 50 per cent, agree with the 

proposal for selective licensing and 41 per cent disagree. 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for a selective licensing scheme in 

the seven wards?  
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Looking at the responses by group, landlords, letting or managing agents (from 75 total responses) 

are opposed to the proposal with approximately 82 per cent disagreeing. In contrast, other 

stakeholders are in favour of the proposal, with approximately 73 per cent of residents or local 

businesses (from 131 total responses) and 67 per cent of other stakeholders (from 3 total responses) 

agreeing with the proposal. 

 

 

3.5 Views on the proposed additional HMO licensing scheme 

 

The council is proposing to introduce an additional HMO licensing scheme which would apply to 

HMOs in the following six wards: 

• Chatham Central & Brompton 

• Fort Pitt 

• Gillingham North 

• Gillingham South 

• Luton 

• Watling. 

To understand the views on this proposal, respondents were asked about their opinions on this 

designation. This section covers the responses regarding the proposed additional HMO licensing 

scheme, which would apply to all smaller HMOs that are not currently subject to the mandatory 

HMO licensing scheme. 

All 209 respondents answered this question. A majority, 56 per cent of respondents, agree with the 

proposal for additional HMO licensing and 28 per cent disagree. 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for a selective licensing scheme in 

the seven wards? 
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Looking at the responses by group, landlords, letting or managing agents (from 75 total responses) 

are generally opposed to the proposal, with 41 per cent disagreeing and 28 per cent agreeing. A 

significant proportion of respondents in this group, 31 per cent, neither agreed nor disagreed with 

the proposed additional HMO scheme. In contrast, the other stakeholder groups are generally in 

favour of the proposal, with 72 per cent of residents or local businesses (from 131 total responses), 

and 67 per cent of other stakeholders (from three total responses) agreeing.  

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for an additional HMO licensing 

scheme in the six specified wards?  

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for an additional HMO licensing 

scheme in the six specified wards?  
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3.6 Free text comments on the proposed schemes (for those in disagreement) 

 

All free text comments were analysed for the questions asking respondents to explain why they 

disagreed with the proposed licence schemes and if they had any further comments/considerations. 

The analysis looked at the responses by stakeholder type. As the ‘other stakeholders’ group was very 

small (at three respondents in total), comments from this group have not been analysed separately, 

but have instead been incorporated into the residents/local businesses group. 

 

Landlords/agents 

For landlords/agents, eight major themes can be drawn out from the responses: 

1.  Opposition to the scheme(s) as a whole: many landlords and agents expressed strong 

disagreement with the proposed selective and/or additional HMO licensing schemes, viewing them 

as unnecessary, burdensome, and a way for the council to generate revenue. They argued that 

existing laws and regulations are sufficient to address any issues with property conditions. They also 

argued that the schemes unfairly penalise responsible landlords and will fail to remedy problems 

with rogue landlords. There was a prevailing view that the licensing schemes are ineffective and do 

not address the root causes of housing issues. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“This licence is just a revenue making scheme for the council to penalise good landlords 

who are already being leant on in a lot of other areas… The council is just adding 

another financial burden on landlords.” 

“Simply creating a blanket licensing scheme discriminates against good responsible 

landlords by creating an unnecessary financial and administrative burden.” 

“The proposed licensing scheme is in my opinion an unnecessary piece of bureaucracy 

whose main purpose would appear to be to raise cash to offset Medway's massive debts.” 

“How can this proposal claim to support responsible landlords while simultaneously 

penalising them with additional financial pressures and regulatory burdens?” 

 

2. Concerns about increased costs and rents: many landlords and agents expressed concerns that 

licensing schemes will lead to increased costs, which will ultimately be passed on to tenants in the 

form of higher rents. There is particular concern about the impact on affordability for lower-income 

tenants and those already struggling in the rental market. As a result, the schemes are viewed as 

counterproductive to wider housing affordability objectives. 
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Free text survey comments 

“Any licensing fees imposed on landlords are highly likely to be passed on to tenants 

through increased rents, further worsening affordability pressures.” 

“I don't believe that good landlords should have to suffer further costs, all you are doing 

is driving the good landlords away and forcing rents up.” 

“A licensing scheme will only increase costs for the landlord that will have to be passed 

to the renter.” 

“The cost of a licence will inevitably be passed on to the tenant” 

 

3. Focus on targeting rogue landlords: landlords frequently suggested that instead of implementing a 

blanket licensing scheme, the council should focus on targeting and penalising rogue landlords who 

are not complying with existing regulations. They argued that a targeted, intelligence-led approach 

would be a more effective approach to improving property conditions and protecting tenants, 

without penalising landlords whose properties already meet high standards. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Medway should be targeting the rogue landlords and not trying to catch the few by 

imposing additional costs and demands on the many.” 

“You should penalise the culprits and not charge the responsible individuals.” 

“Responsible landlords should not be financially penalised because of the actions of a 

minority of rogue landlords.” 

“I believe the Council should focus on targeted enforcement against known problem 

properties, make full use of existing Housing Act powers, utilise the new powers available 

through the Renters' Rights Act, and work more closely with landlords and accredited 

managing agents before introducing an additional licensing regime.” 

 

4. Utilise existing powers/legislation to target issues within the PRS: many landlords and agents 

argued that local authorities already have sufficient legal powers to address poor housing conditions 

and ASB. There is a strong perception that existing powers are underutilised and that licensing 

schemes are duplicative and unnecessary. 
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Free text survey comments 

“There is no evidence of the Council using their existing powers.” 

“You already have laws to maintain standards of houses” 

“Local authorities already possess extensive enforcement powers under the Housing Acts 

and the HHSRS to identify and address poorly managed private rented properties. These 

powers are not theoretical—they are effective when properly used.” 

“Medway Council already possesses extensive powers under housing legislation to 

investigate and take enforcement action against landlords who fail to meet their legal 

obligations. These include powers relating to housing hazards, property conditions, 

management standards, overcrowding, civil penalties, improvement notices, prohibition 

orders and prosecution.” 

 

5. Lack of faith in effectiveness of schemes and council management: some landlords and agents 

expressed scepticism about the council’s ability to effectively manage and enforce the licensing 

schemes. Responses cited examples of existing application backlogs and inspection delays under 

Medway’s mandatory licensing scheme as evidence that the proposed discretionary schemes may 

not achieve their intended goals. There are concerns that poorly managed schemes could become 

administrative exercises rather than delivering meaningful improvements.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“My concerns are the additional licensing would not be managed properly by the council 

due to lack of resources.” 

“There are also serious concerns about the current capacity of the council to administer 

existing licensing schemes. For example, I have personally experienced delays of over 12 

months for an HMO licence renewal.” 

“There will be a lack of resources to carry out the selective licensing effectively” 

 

6. Emphasis on the role of social housing: several landlords highlighted the need for the council to 

address issues with social housing, which they argued is often in poor condition and contributes to 

housing problems in Medway. These respondents argued that problems such as ASB behaviour and 

poor housing conditions are not limited to the PRS. They suggested that the council should focus on 

improving its own housing stock before imposing additional regulations on private landlords. 
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Free text survey comments 

“The biggest issues in Medway are derived from public social housing and not privately 

rented housing” 

“The broader issues with poor quality housing and ASB are not limited to the private 

rental sector” 

“The issue of Medway becoming more 'run down' is to do with long term lack of 

investment in social housing” 

 

7. Licensing will drive landlords out: there was a strong concern amongst landlords and agents that 

the proposed schemes will discourage landlords from remaining in the PRS. Respondents argued 

that increasing regulation, costs, and administrative burdens are pushing landlords towards selling 

their properties, thus reducing housing supply and making life more difficult for tenants. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“If this goes through we will leave the rental market” 

“Many landlords – me included – may have little option but to leave the sector 

altogether. This would ultimately reduce the supply of rental housing in Medway and 

place further upward pressure on rents for local residents.” 

“This will lead to more private landlords leaving the area” 

“Ultimately good landlords are facing ever increasing burdens/costs and likely to just sell 

up thus reducing good stock for renters” 

 

8. Tenant responsibility for ASB: Some landlords raised concerns about an imbalance in responsibility 

between landlords and tenants, particularly in relation to ASB. There is a perception that tenants are 

not being held accountable for their own behaviour, and that landlords are being held responsible 

for factors outside of their control.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“I think that tenants should be held to some responsibility, the majority of landlords I 

know keep excellent properties… but tenants tend to have no regard for property” 
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“The occupants themselves need to be motivated enough to help keep clean the area 

and property” 

“Anti social behaviour will not be eradicated by housing that is just making excuses for 

poor choices by the individuals.” 

 

Residents/local businesses and other stakeholders 

For residents/local businesses and other stakeholders, similar themes were evidenced, with a greater 

emphasis on increased costs for tenants: 

 

1. Concerns about increased costs: respondents expressed concerns that the proposed licensing 

schemes would lead to increased costs for landlords which would ultimately be passed on to tenants 

in the form of higher rents. They argued that this would worsen housing affordability in Medway, 

particularly for low-income households and vulnerable groups. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“These proposed fees will presumably be passed directly on to the tenants by their 

respective landlords” 

“The fees and costs are just going to be paid by me – landlords will just increase rent and 

force me out” 

 

2. Focus on enforcement and existing laws: several respondents suggested that the council should 

prioritise enforcing existing laws and regulations rather than implementing new licensing schemes. 

They argued that there are already measures in place to address poor housing conditions and ASB 

and that the council should focus on effectively enforcing these laws 

 

Free text survey comments 

“In many cases, the core issues stem not from a lack of regulation, but from inconsistent 

enforcement of the rules that are already in place. Rather than expanding licensing 

requirements, efforts should be focused on strengthening enforcement of current 

legislation.” 

“If the council has already identified poorly performing wards/landlords - do something 

about them rather than impose fees on already good landlords.” 
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“The council already have powers to make sure landlord improves qualities of property 

rented without making landlord doling out extra funds for this licences” 

 

3. Criticism of Medway Council’s own housing management: some respondents criticised the council 

for not adequately investing into and maintaining its own social housing properties. They argued 

that the council should address the issues within its own housing stock before targeting issues 

within the PRS.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“I think Medway council’s own standards need to improve. I’ve repeatedly told you about 

fire safety issues, antisocial behaviour and smoke coming in from my window from 

barbecues outside… and the lack of ventilation and you [have] done NOTHING about it.” 

“Instead what you should do is to build and increase the number of good council houses” 

“Build enough social housing then there would not be a need for the private rented 

market as it is, so they only fill the gap which is caused by your failure to build enough 

social housing” 

 

4. Impact on rental market and housing supply: some respondents expressed concerns that the 

licensing schemes would discourage landlords from renting out their properties, leading to a 

decrease in the availability of rental housing. They argued that this would further worsen the 

housing crisis in Medway. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Licensing schemes do not work they just drive good landlords out” 

“Introducing further restrictions may discourage landlords from continuing to operate in 

the market, reducing the overall supply of rental properties, which could drive up rents 

and limit options for tenants” 

“It’s not going to help with poverty in the area, if anything the landlords will do the work 

and then put the prices up to push these people out.” 

 

5. Misconception that licensing will increase the number of HMOs: several respondents suggested that 

introducing an additional HMO licensing scheme will result in more HMOs being created, rather 
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than regulating existing ones. In some cases, respondents conflated licensing with expansion of 

HMO provision. This misconception has invited negative responses to the additional HMO scheme 

from some residents. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“We already have far too many HMOs in Medway” 

“We need less HMOs, it just encourages greed… It’s selfish and greedy and creates a 

housing crisis. Housing should be affordable.” 

“I don’t think we should have HMOs I find they just attract a poorer standard of tenant.” 

“HMOs are not the answer – too many people living together creates problems” 

 

6. Concerns about effective delivery: some respondents expressed concerns about the council’s ability 

to implement and enforce the schemes effectively. They argued that poorly managed schemes could 

become a ‘tick-box’ exercise that does not achieve meaningful outcomes. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“It is not clear to me how the arrangements would be “policed” and those in breach of 

the licence dealt with.” 

“Unless all this is carefully monitored, how will all this be maintained? I’ve rented 

property as a landlord in other counties in the past. Was easy to obtain a licence, no 

formative checks were carried out. Properties were never inspected and it was just a way 

for councils to make money out of licensing fees with no follow up.” 

“I don't oppose but am very concerned how it will be policed especially given cuts and 

shortages at Medway Council. If it just becomes a tick box exercise there is very little 

point.” 

“I don’t disagree, but what concerns me is how properties will be inspected to ensure 

standards are being maintained and how regularly.” 

 

3.7 Views on the proposed selective licensing scheme fee  
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The consultation asked respondents for their views on the proposed licence fees for the proposed 

selective licensing scheme and additional HMO licensing scheme. Information about the proposed 

licence fees was provided within the consultation documents.   

Respondents were asked for their views on the proposed selective licence fee of £840 for a five-year 

licence.  

 

 

 

 

 

All 209 respondents answered this question. A majority of respondents, 43 per cent, said that they 

thought that the fee is too high, as opposed to 21 per cent who thought it was ‘about right’ and 28 

per cent who thought it was too low. 

Landlords, letting or managing agents were consistent in responding that the fee is too high, with 

92 per cent selecting this option; the other stakeholder groups had more mixed responses with 72 

per cent of residents or local businesses and 67 per cent of other stakeholders responding that the 

fee is ‘about right’ or too low. A smaller percentage of residents or local businesses (16 per cent) 

responded that the fee is too high. 

 

 

 

 

What are your views on the proposed selective licensing fee? 

 

What are your views on the proposed selective licensing fee? 
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3.8 Views on the proposed additional HMO licensing scheme fees  

 

Respondents were also asked for their views on the proposed additional HMO licence fee of £1,600 

for a five-year licence.  

 

 

 

 

All 209 respondents answered this question. A majority of respondents, 52 per cent, said that they 

thought that the fee is either too low or at about the right level. However, 37 per cent of 

respondents thought the fee was too high. 

Landlords, letting or managing agents were consistent in responding that the fee is too high, with 

75 per cent selecting this option. However, 76 per cent of residents or local businesses responded 

that the fee was either too low or ‘about right’. The three ‘other stakeholders’ were evenly split 

between ‘too high’, ‘about right’, and ‘don’t know’.  

 

 

3.9 Views on the proposed licensing scheme discounts  

 

During this consultation, the council proposed three separate discounts. The discounts proposed 

were accredited landlord discount, multi-property discount, and charity discount. Proposed 

What are your views on the proposed additional HMO licensing fee? 

What are your views on the proposed additional HMO licensing fee? 
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discounts are applicable to both selective and additional HMO applications. The charity discount 

cannot be applied in combination with any other discounts. 

 

Nature of discount Amount (Selective) Amount (Additional) 

Accredited landlord   £84 off Part B   £160 off Part B   

Multi-property 
 

£105 off Part A £200 off Part A   

Charity   £210 off Part B   £400 off Part B 

 

The consultation asked respondents for their views on each of the proposed licence fee discounts. 

Information about the proposed licence fee discounts was provided within the consultation 

documents.   

 

 

 

All 209 respondents shared their views on these discounts. 37 and 36 per cent respectively stated 

that the multi-property and accredited landlord and discounts were too low. For the charity 

discount, 28 per cent stated that they felt it was too low. Across all three proposed discounts, 

approximately 46 per cent of respondents thought that the discount was either about the right level 

or too high.  

Looking at the results by stakeholder group, 68 per cent and 67 per cent respectively of landlords, 

letting or managing agents viewed the accredited landlord and multi-property discounts as too low. 

When considering the charity discount, a slightly lower proportion, 45 per cent, viewed the discount 

as too low. 

Residents or local businesses generally held opposing views on the discounts compared to landlords 

or agents. For the accredited landlord discount, charity discount, and multi-property discount, a 

significant proportion of respondents in this category (33 per cent, 37 per cent, and 20 per cent 

What are your views on the proposed discounts? 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 40 

 

 

respectively) stated that the discounts were at about the right level. 34 per cent, 21 per cent, and 45 

per cent of respondents respectively stated that the discounts were too high.    

The responses of the three other stakeholders were more mixed. 67 per cent felt that the accredited 

landlord discount was ‘about right’. Responses for the charity and multi-property discounts were 

split evenly between ‘about right’, ‘too low’, and ‘don’t know’.  

 

 

What are your views on the proposed discounts? 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 41 

 

 

3.10 Views on the proposed selective licensing scheme conditions 

 

The consultation asked respondents for their views on the proposed selective licence conditions. 

Information about the licence conditions was provided within the consultation documents.  

All 209 respondents answered this question. A majority of respondents, 51 per cent, agreed with the 

proposed licence conditions, while 35 per cent of respondents disagreed. 

 

 

 

 

Looking at the responses by stakeholder group, residents or local businesses and other stakeholders 

are in favour, with the majority of each group (70 per cent and 67 per cent respectively) agreeing 

with the proposed conditions. Landlords, letting or managing agents, on the other hand, are 

generally opposed, with 67 per cent disagreeing with the proposed conditions. 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed selective licensing discretionary 

conditions? 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed selective licensing discretionary 

conditions? 
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Free text comments regarding the selective licence conditions  

The free text comments for the questions asking respondents to explain why they disagreed with the 

proposed selective licence conditions were analysed. The analysis looked at the responses by 

stakeholder type. As the ‘other stakeholders’ group was very small (at three respondents in total), 

comments from this group have not been analysed separately, but have instead been incorporated 

into the residents/local businesses group. 

Landlords/agents 

For landlords/agents, several themes emerged, but especially the notion that the current regulations 

and requirements are sufficient and that additional conditions are unnecessary. 

1. Excessive burden: landlords voiced strong concerns that the selective licensing conditions impose 

unnecessary financial and administrative burdens. They argued that many of the proposed 

conditions duplicate existing legal requirements, increase compliance costs, and penalise 

responsible landlords. Overall, the conditions are seen as disproportionate, especially for smaller 

landlords. Respondents argued that this could lead to higher rents, reduced housing supply, and 

discourage participation in the PRS.  

 

Free text survey comments 

"They create a bureaucratic costly burden on good landlords while not changing the 

condition of properties or the situation of tenants except perhaps to put up their rent.” 

"The conditions set out in this proposal are things already in place in my properties. I am 

now being asked to do an enormous amount of admin to prove this and will cost me – 

on top of my time and my letting agent’s time – hundreds of pounds in licence 

application fees” 

“Most of this is already done by decent landlords but again you are now putting an 

unnecessary administrative burden on them.” 

 

2. Focus on existing regulations: several landlords argued that the proposed conditions largely 

overlap with existing regulations and requirements. They believed that enforcing and ensuring 

compliance with these existing regulations would be more effective than introducing new licensing 

conditions. There is a strong perception that landlords are already subject to extensive regulation, 

making additional conditions unnecessary. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Most of the matters listed in Appendix 2 are already legislated for. This just increases 

bureaucracy and duplicates many matters” 
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"This legislative condition already exists and does not need a locally run council group to 

oversee it.” 

“I tend to disagree with the proposed discretionary conditions because many of them 

duplicate existing legal obligations and established good management practices” 

“The majority of the conditions are already ones that landlords by current legislation 

have to comply with and not doing so is a criminal offence.” 

 

3. Impact on rents: landlords expressed concerns that the additional costs associated with meeting 

the selective licensing conditions will ultimately be passed on to tenants in the form of higher rents. 

They believed that this will further exacerbate the affordability crisis in the rental market. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“The cost of the license application will make the rental unviable and Landlords will be 

forced to decide between selling up or passing on the cost to tenants.” 

“This is likely to reduce the supply of rental accommodation, increase rents, and make it 

harder for tenants to secure suitable housing.” 

“all it means is we have to put rents up more frequently than past to make it all 

worthwhile going forwards.” 

 

4. Conditions will not effectively target rogue landlords: some landlords expressed concerns that the 

proposed licence conditions will not successfully address the behaviour of rogue landlords. 

Respondents argued that rogue landlords are unlikely to comply with additional requirements, 

meaning that the burden of licensing will fall disproportionately on compliant landlords while rogue 

landlords will continue operating outside of regulatory systems.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“[The conditions will] likely be ignored or evaded by the rogue landlords that need to be 

dealt with.” 

“To deal with rogue landlords you need to understand their business models and disrupt 

them at source. I appreciate you think Licencing will do this but it won't. Rogue landlords 

will not seek a Licence.” 
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“I don't believe it will catch all rogue landlords, simply it will create additional red tape 

to the point many landlords will sell up and exit the market thus creating less properties 

to rent and drive up rents.” 

 

Residents/local businesses and other stakeholders 

Similarly to the responses from landlords/agents, a common theme was that the licence conditions 

are covered by existing law. There was also a concern about the impact on tenants and that added 

requirements could lead to increases in rent and decrease in supply. 

1. Focus on existing regulations: some respondents questioned the need for discretionary conditions, 

arguing that existing laws and enforcement powers should be sufficient in enabling the council to 

address issues in the PRS. Respondents also questioned the effectiveness of Medway Council’s 

current mandatory HMO scheme. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“You will do nothing to enforce any action against slum landlords, you already have 

powers you can use but you do nothing, getting revenue seems to be the only thing this 

current council care about.” 

 

2. Impact on tenants: some respondents raised concerns about the potential negative impact on 

tenants, such as increased rents, reduced housing options, and difficulties in obtaining references or 

finding accommodation due to stricter regulations. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“This will again course [sic] rents to go up.” 

 

“This [will] reduce their chances of accommodation if implemented. A ripple effect on 

landlord[s] [could] trickle down to tenants as we’ve seen with rentals bills” 

 “I'm also [asking] what protection this would offer vulnerable tenants.” 

 

3. Property standards and maintenance: some respondents argued that the selective licence 

conditions do not go far enough, and in other parts of the survey noted that there should be added 

conditions relating landlords’ responsibilities to upkeep both the inside and outside of their 

properties. 
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Free text survey comments 

“They should have to make sure the outside of the house is maintained. Gardens 

maintained.” 

“1. The property including the garden should be immaculate prior to rent. 2. The tenant 

should have to keep the property in the condition it’s handed to them in, including the 

garden, inspections should take place to ensure the upkeep… 5. The property should look 

nice, for example, not have blankets hanging in the window!” 

“[The conditions] do not go anywhere near in depth or far enough!” 

 

Respondents were also asked whether they felt that there were any other licence conditions (not 

already covered under the mandatory or proposed discretionary selective licence conditions) that 

they thought should be included. Most respondents either did not know or thought that there were 

not, but those who answered, ‘Yes’ (12 per cent) were invited to say what conditions they thought 

should be added.  

 

 

 

Are there any other selective licence conditions (that are not already covered by a mandatory or 

proposed discretionary licence condition) that you think should be included? 
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 Respondents’ suggested extra selective licence conditions  

1.  Vehicle and parking management 
 

Landlords must manage and limit the number of 

vehicles associated with a property, especially in 

areas with high vehicle ownership or permit 

parking. This includes: 

• restrictions on vehicle repairs and sales 

outside properties; 

• monitoring multiple vehicle ownership 

per household. 

2.  Heating, insulation, and ventilation Landlords must ensure properties are 

adequately heated, insulated, and ventilated. 

This includes: 

• ensuring adequate ventilation 

mechanisms to manage excess heat; 

• maintaining effective heating and 

insulation. 
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3.11 Views on the proposed additional HMO licensing scheme conditions  

 

The consultation asked respondents for their views on the proposed additional HMO licence 

conditions. Information about the licence conditions was provided within the consultation 

documents. 

 

 

 

 

All 209 respondents answered this question. A majority of respondents, 57 per cent, agreed with the 

proposed additional HMO licence conditions, while 22 per cent of respondents disagreed. The same 

proportion of respondents, 22 per cent, neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Looking at the responses by stakeholder group, the majority of residents or local businesses, 74 per 

cent, agreed with the proposed additional HMO licensing conditions. All three respondents in the 

‘other stakeholder’ category also agreed with the proposed conditions. Landlords, letting or 

managing agents had more mixed views, with 33 per cent disagreeing, 24 per cent agreeing with 

the additional HMO licensing conditions, and 43 per cent saying they neither agreed nor disagreed, 

or didn’t know.  

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed additional HMO licensing 

discretionary conditions? 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed additional HMO discretionary 

licensing conditions? 
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Free text comments regarding the additional HMO licence conditions  

The free text comments for the questions asking respondents to explain why they disagreed with the 

proposed additional HMO licence conditions were analysed. The analysis looked at the responses by 

stakeholder type. As the ‘other stakeholders’ group was very small (at three respondents in total), 

comments from this group have not been analysed separately, but have instead been incorporated 

into the residents/local businesses group. 

Landlords/agents 

For landlords/agents, several themes emerged, all of which were similar to those expressed when 

asked about the selective licence conditions, especially the notion that the current regulations and 

requirements are sufficient and that additional conditions are unnecessary. 

1. Excessive burden: many landlords and agents argue that the proposed additional HMO licensing 

conditions are excessive and place an unfair burden on responsible landlords, especially where they 

extend beyond national issues. There is also concern that some conditions, such as those related to 

regular inspections and tenant behaviour, are being placed inappropriately on landlords.  

 

Free text survey comments 

"I think the significant increase in record keeping and administration is counter-

productive.” 

“Too much red tape. As stated conditions will cause good landlords to leave PRS.” 

“The requirement to inspect properties at least every three months appears 

disproportionate.” 

“The council and police should treat ASB of tenants in the same way that it does for any 

resident of Medway and not put this on landlords who are not equipped to deal with 

these types of issues.” 

 

2. Focus on existing regulations: many landlords argued that the proposed additional HMO licensing 

conditions largely overlap with existing regulations and requirements. They argued that enforcing 

and ensuring compliance with these existing regulations would be more effective than introducing 

new licensing conditions. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“They are laws controlling most of this now but local authorities do little to enforce them 

or educate tenants on their rights.” 

“The law already specifies management conditions to be undertaken by HMO landlords.” 
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3. Impact on rents and supply: landlords expressed concerns that the additional costs associated 

with meeting the licensing conditions will ultimately reduce the supply of PRS properties and be 

passed on to tenants in the form of higher rents. They believed that this will further exacerbate the 

affordability crisis in the rental market. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“My experience is that additional licensing drives some landlords to sell up in the area 

concerned. The reduced supply leads to increased rents and the landlords additional 

costs add further to the rent increase.” 

“Be very careful of the unintended consequences of these actions! Rents have already 

spiralled and are due to get worse. This adds more fuel to that fire.” 

“In practice, increased regulation in the private rented sector raises the cost of operating 

for landlords. These additional costs—whether through licence fees, compliance 

requirements, or administrative burden—are inevitably passed on to tenants through 

higher rents” 

 

4. Targeting bad landlords: some landlords suggested that instead of imposing licensing conditions 

on all landlords, the focus should be on targeting and penalising landlords who are providing 

inadequate housing or failing to meet their responsibilities. They believed that this targeted 

approach would be more effective in improving housing standards. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“I believe the Council should focus on targeted enforcement against poorly managed 

properties rather than imposing extensive additional administrative requirements on all 

licensed HMOs.” 

“The bad landlords are likely to just operate outside of this system and still only be held 

to the same mandatory conditions.” 

“I strongly support robust enforcement against genuinely poor or negligent landlords, 

and I believe councils should focus resources on identifying and targeting those 

individuals directly through enforcement powers already available.” 

 

The majority of the conditions are already ones that landlords by current legislation have 

to comply with and not doing so is a criminal offence.” 
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Residents/local businesses and other stakeholders 

Similarly to the responses from landlords/agents, a common theme was that the licence conditions 

are covered by existing laws. There was also a concern about the impact on tenants, and further 

comments indicating a misconception that an additional HMO licensing scheme would increase the 

number of HMOs in Medway. 

1. Focus on existing regulations: some respondents expressed their disagreement, citing concerns 

about increased costs for landlords and potential rent increases for tenants. They questioned the 

need for additional regulations and suggested that existing laws and enforcement should be 

sufficient. They also questioned the effectiveness of the current mandatory HMO licensing scheme in 

achieving its intended objectives.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“It is the lack of effective enforcement rather than the lack of legislation which leads to 

problems.” 

“if the council is already licensing HMO[s], and it hasn’t improve[d], who[‘s] saying the 

additional HMO licensing would not only be another taxation to raise money for the 

council.” 

 

2. Impact on tenants: some respondents raised concerns about the potential negative impact on 

tenants, such as increased rents, reduced housing options, and difficulties in obtaining references or 

finding accommodation due to stricter regulations. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Overly prescriptive conditions may discourage landlords from renting properties, 

reducing the availability of housing and potentially driving up rents.” 

 

3. Misconception that licensing will increase HMOs: several respondents suggested that introducing 

an additional HMO licensing scheme would result in more HMOs being created, rather than 

regulating existing ones. They highlighted their concerns about the impact HMOs on the local 

community and implied a preferred emphasis on HMO planning regulation as opposed to more 

licensing conditions. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“I don’t believe in HMOs - they are not the answer to overcrowding” 
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“I disagree with the creation of more HMOs in the strongest possible terms.” 

“HMO is not a long term solution and is detrimental to the community” 

“I disagree with HMO as there are already too many. If so many HMOs are required then 

there are too many people for the area. Simple. Re-think. HMO is not the answer” 

 

4. Concerns about effectiveness, monitoring, and compliance with conditions: several respondents 

expressed doubts about the council’s ability to ensure that landlords comply with additional HMO 

licence conditions. There is concern that the conditions may look robust ‘on paper’ but fail to deliver 

real improvements. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“I'm concerned how it will be monitored. As we know locally landlords will change the 

goalposts to get permissions. They know how to play the systems and often disregard/ 

threaten their tenants.” 

“The effectiveness of these conditions will depend on the ability of the local authority to 

provide effective and when necessary prompt enforcement.” 

“You can have as many licenses as you like, unless someone actually checks up regularly 

on these properties it will not make a blind bit of difference, these greedy landlords do 

not care about your licenses, they know you will do nothing to stop them” 

 

Respondents were also asked whether they felt that there were any other additional HMO licence 

conditions (not already covered under the mandatory or proposed discretionary additional HMO 

licence conditions) that they thought should be included. Most respondents thought that there were 

not or selected ‘don’t know’, but those who answered ‘Yes’ (26 per cent) were invited to say what 

conditions they thought should be added.  

 

 

 

Are there any other additional HMO licence conditions (that are not already covered by a 

mandatory or proposed discretionary licence condition) that you think should be included? 
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 Respondents’ suggested extra additional HMO licence conditions  

1. Tenant vetting and behavioural 

standards 

Require landlords to conduct criminal background 

checks and vet tenants for suitability. Tenants must 

sign behavioural agreements covering ASB, noise, 

cleanliness, and respect for neighbours. 

2. Parking and vehicle restrictions Limit the number of vehicles per property. Tenants 

must not repair or sell vehicles from the premises. 

Consider implementing parking control zones in 

HMO-dense areas. 

3. Heating, insulation, and 

ventilation 

Landlords must ensure properties are adequately 

heated, insulated, and ventilated. This includes: 

• ensuring adequate ventilation mechanisms to 

manage excess heat; 

• maintaining effective heating and insulation. 
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3.12 Views on the proposed licensing scheme objectives 

The consultation asked respondents for their views on the proposed licensing scheme objectives. 

Information about the licensing scheme objectives was provided within the consultation 

documents.  

 

 

 

 

All 209 respondents answered this question. A large proportion of respondents, 47 per cent, agreed 

with the proposed licensing scheme objectives, while 32 per cent of respondents disagreed. A 

proportion of respondents, 20 per cent, said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Looking at the responses by stakeholder group, residents or local businesses and other stakeholders 

are in favour, with the majority of each group (64 per cent and 67 per cent respectively) agreeing 

with the proposed licensing scheme objectives. Landlords, letting or managing agents were largely 

opposed, with the majority, 60 per cent, disagreeing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed licensing scheme objectives? 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed licensing scheme objectives? 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 54 

 

 

Free text comments regarding the licence objectives  

The free text comments for the questions asking respondents to explain why they disagreed with the 

proposed licence objectives were analysed. The analysis looked at the responses by stakeholder 

type. As the ‘other stakeholders’ group was very small (at three respondents in total), comments 

from this group have not been analysed separately, but have instead been incorporated into the 

residents/local businesses group. 

Landlords/agents 

Landlords/agents were broadly negative towards the licensing scheme objectives. Many argued that 

existing laws already cover the objectives, and that enforcement—not new fees—is what’s needed. 

There was scepticism about the council’s ability to achieve the objectives it has set out to achieve. 

1. Ineffectiveness of licensing schemes: there is scepticism amongst landlords about whether the 

licensing schemes will actually achieve their stated goals, with concerns that the schemes are more 

symbolic than impactful. In some cases, respondents emphasised support for the stated objectives 

but disagreed that licensing would achieve these objectives.  

 

Free text survey comments 

“There is no robust independent evidence that selective licensing of non-HMO properties 

delivers measurable improvements in housing conditions.” 

“I strongly agree with the objectives, but feel this is completely the wrong way to go 

about achieving them” 

“This will not reduce deprivation; it will increase it. Landlords already pay enough as it is, 

especially if the rental property is mortgaged. You will push some landlords into a 

negative financial position and, as a result, reduce the available housing stock, which will 

then place further pressure on the council to provide additional housing.” 

“In my opinion the scheme will not be able to achieve its objectives. Any upstanding 

landlord with good intentions would agree with the objectives in principle but I strongly 

disagree on the basis they are not achievable.” 

 

2. Existing regulations are sufficient and underutilised: many landlords argued that the objectives of 

the licensing schemes can already be achieved through existing laws and enforcement mechanisms. 

These respondents suggest that existing powers are underutilised, and that the proposed licensing 

schemes are not necessary. 

 

 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 55 

 

 

Free text survey comments 

“The Council has not demonstrated that the scheme is necessary, given that it already 

has statutory duties and extensive enforcement powers to address substandard housing” 

“Many of the outcomes listed, including improving housing conditions, tackling poor 

management and enforcing standards against non-compliant landlords, can already be 

pursued using existing Housing Act powers and will be further supported by the Renters' 

Rights Act.” 

“Existing powers are simply not being used. If you add to landlord costs, supply will 

reduce and rents will rise.” 

 

3. Objectives unfairly target landlords and overlook tenant responsibility: Many respondents argued 

that the proposed objectives place disproportionate emphasis on landlords’ responsibilities while 

overlooking the role of tenants. There is a perception that issues such as property conditions and 

ASB are not solely within landlord control, and that the objectives of the proposed schemes should 

reflect a more balanced approach that recognises shared responsibility. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“The aim of improving housing conditions in the PRS sounds reasonable on the surface, 

but framing it as “eliminating poor property standards” places the burden almost entirely 

on landlords while ignoring a key part of the equation—tenant responsibility… What 

about tenants’ duty to look after the property, ventilate adequately, dispose of waste 

properly, and report repairs before they escalate? These are basic expectations, yet they 

are rarely acknowledged in policies like this.” 

“The Renters’ Rights Act reforms are heavily weighted towards tenant protections, while 

offering insufficient safeguards for landlords dealing with problematic or non-compliant 

tenants. While I fully support action against rogue landlords, there must also be fair and 

effective protection for responsible landlords” 

“The report does not focus heavily enough on the role of [the] council to manage tenants 

as they would any other resident of Medway.” 

 

Residents, local businesses and other stakeholders 

Many residents, local businesses, and other stakeholders agreed with the intentions behind the 

licensing objectives, but they expressed doubts about the schemes being able to deliver these 
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outcomes. The most common concerns included the lack of enforcement and monitoring, which 

undermined confidence in achieving the objectives. Additionally, there was scepticism about the 

council’s capacity to manage the schemes effectively.  

1. Enforcement and effectiveness concerns: there is scepticism about whether the council will 

effectively enforce the schemes or achieve their stated objectives. Some respondents emphasised 

that licensing will negatively impact the very people it aims to support. There is limited confidence 

that the objectives will translate into real improvements for tenants. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“I disagree with the current objectives outlined in Report.pdf because they fail to address 

critical, live health hazards while financially penalizing the very tenants they claim to 

protect.” 

“5 years is too long. Landlords can go rogue for 3 years knowing they don't have to 

renew yet.” 

“This is extra tax for tenants as the cost of this will be passed on to them.” 

 

2. Council ability and resource issues: some stakeholders expressed doubts about the council’s ability 

to manage the schemes effectively due to staffing, funding, and operational limitations. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Although there is agreement with the objectives the effectiveness will depend on the 

provision of sufficient funding of the scheme particularly in terms of oversight and 

enforcement.” 

 

Respondents were also asked whether they felt that there were any other licence scheme objectives 

(not already covered by the objectives listed) that they thought should be included. Most 

respondents thought either that there were not, or that they didn’t know, but those who answered 

‘Yes’ (14 per cent) were invited to say what objectives they thought should be added.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 57 

 

 

 

 

Are there any other licence scheme objectives (that are not already covered by the objectives 

listed) that you think should be included? 
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Respondents’ suggested extra licensing objectives  

Ensure licensing schemes deliver real impact 
 

Licensing should not be a bureaucratic exercise or 

financial burden without tangible benefits. The 

scheme must lead to genuine improvements in 

housing standards and tenant wellbeing. 

Support responsible landlords 

 

Reward landlords who consistently comply with 

regulations through reduced fees or exemptions 

and provide access to a dedicated support team 

for tenant and property management. 

Improve communication and feedback 

 

Share regular updates and performance reports 

with landlords and Medway residents to foster 

transparency and help them stay informed about 

scheme developments and compliance deadlines. 

Strengthen the local community Licensing should recognise and aim to mitigate 

the potential impact that poorly managed 

privately rented properties may have on the local 

community in Medway.  

Improve tenant responsibility and 

accountability 

Educate tenants about their role and 

responsibilities in maintaining housing standards 

and preventing ASB. 
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3.13 Views on issues in Medway’s PRS 

 

Respondents to the survey were asked their opinion of issues relating to poor property conditions 

and ASB in private rented properties in Medway.  

Respondents were asked to what extent they believed that poor property conditions and ASB are 

problems in their local area of Medway. 

All 209 respondents answered this question. 

 

 

 

 

 

Anti-social behaviour (ASB) 

A majority of respondents, 67 per cent, believed that ASB was a fairly big or a very big problem, 

whereas 29 per cent stated that they believed it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. 

When looking at the responses by stakeholder group, as can be seen in the graphs below, there is a 

marked divergence between landlords, letting or managing agents, and residents or local businesses 

and other stakeholders. Only 45 per cent of landlords, letting or managing agents viewed ASB as a 

fairly big or very big problem. In contrast, 79 per cent of residents or local businesses and 100 per 

cent of other stakeholders viewed it as a fairly big or a very big problem. 

Poor property conditions 

55 per cent of respondents thought that poor property conditions were a fairly big or a very big 

problem, as opposed to 35 per cent who thought that they were not a very big problem or not a 

problem at all. 

There is an even greater disparity between the views of landlords, letting or managing agents and 

those of residents or businesses and other stakeholders when considering poor property conditions; 

To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in your local area of 

Medway? 
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where 61 per cent of landlords, letting or managing agents viewed poor property conditions as not 

a very big problem or not a problem at all, 73 per cent of residents or local businesses and 100 per 

cent of other stakeholders held the opposite perspective, stating that poor property conditions were 

a fairly big problem or a very big problem.  

 

 

 

To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in your local area of 

Medway? 
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3.14 Views on the PRS in Medway 

 

Respondents were also asked about their views on the PRS in Medway as a whole. 

All 209 respondents answered this question.  

 

  

 

Landlord responsibility 

When asked if landlords have a responsibility to manage their properties effectively, the 

overwhelming majority of respondents, 99 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed. 

‘Fit and proper’ person 

When asked if landlords should be 'fit and proper' persons (e.g. have proper management or 

financial arrangements in place and not have convictions for certain types of offences), again, the 

overwhelming majority, 88 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed. 

Poorly managed properties 

When asked whether poorly managed private rented properties were contributing to the decline of 

some areas in Medway, the majority, 65 per cent, agreed or strongly agreed, while 21 per cent 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

Poorly maintained properties 

When asked whether poorly maintained private rented properties were contributing to the decline 

of some areas in Medway, the majority, 64 per cent, agreed or strongly agreed, while 19 per cent 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
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Number of private rented properties 

When asked whether the number of private rented properties in Medway has been increasing, the 

majority, 59 per cent, agreed or strongly agreed, while only 19 per cent disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  

Neighbourhood problems such as noise, nuisance, rubbish and other ASB 

When asked whether the PRS causes neighbourhood problems, the majority, 52 per cent, agreed or 

strongly agreed, while 26 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

Physical condition of properties 

When asked whether the physical condition of private rented properties in Medway was a problem, 

the majority, 56 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 26 per cent disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  

Overcrowding 

When asked whether there was an issue with overcrowding in private rented properties in Medway, 

the majority, 51 per cent, agreed or strongly agreed, while 22 per cent disagreed or strongly 

disagreed and 27 per cent neither agree nor disagreed. 

Health and safety Issues 

When asked whether there were health and safety issues with private rented properties in Medway, 

the majority, 52 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 26 per cent disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 22 per cent neither agreed nor disagreed. 

Inadequate fire safety measures 

When asked whether there were inadequate fire safety measures in private rented properties in 

Medway, the responses were more mixed. 42 per cent agreed or strongly agreed, 25 per cent 

disagreed or strongly disagreed, and 33 per cent stated that they neither agreed nor disagreed. 
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Similarly, when looking at responses by stakeholder group, there is a stark contrast between 

landlords, letting or managing agents’ perceptions of the PRS in Medway and that of residents or 

local businesses and other stakeholders. The stakeholder breakdown is shown in the graphs below. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (residents or local businesses) 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (landlords, letting or managing 

agents) 
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Views on selective licensing scheme outcomes in Medway 

Respondents were also asked about their views on whether they thought a selective licensing 

scheme in Medway would help to achieve certain outcomes. 

All 209 respondents answered this question. 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (another type of 

stakeholder) 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that a selective licensing scheme will help to 

achieve the following outcomes? 
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The question asked respondents to what extent they agreed that a selective licensing scheme in 

Medway would help to achieve the following outcomes: 

Support good landlords 

48 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 40 per cent said they disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 12 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Improve the physical condition of private rented properties 

54 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 33 per cent either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 13 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Improve the health and safety of tenants 

51 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 34 per cent either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 15 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Help to tackle issues of neighbourhood problems such as noise nuisance, rubbish and other ASB 

44 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 40 per cent either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 15 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Help to decrease the effects of deprivation (poverty) in the area 

45 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed, while 42 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed. 13 

per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Help identify poorly performing landlords, managing agents and letting agents 

56 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 31 per cent said they disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 12 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Assist landlords to raise their standards 

50 per cent either agreed or strongly agreed, while 38 per cent either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 12 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

As is the case with many of the other questions, there is polarity between the views of landlords, 

letting or managing agents and those of residents or local businesses and other stakeholders. The 

stakeholder breakdown is shown in the graphs below. 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that a selective licensing scheme will help to 

achieve the following outcomes? 
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Views on additional HMO licensing scheme outcomes in Medway 

 

Respondents were also asked about their views on whether they thought an additional HMO 

licensing scheme in Medway would help to achieve certain outcomes. 

All 209 respondents answered this question. 

 

 

 

 

The question asked to what extent they agreed that an additional HMO licensing scheme in Medway 

would help to achieve the following outcomes: 

Support good HMO landlords 

The majority of respondents, 52 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 27 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 21 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Improve the physical condition of HMOs 

The majority of respondents, 54 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 26 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 19 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Improve the health and safety of HMO tenants 

The majority of respondents, 54 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 23 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 23 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that an additional HMO licensing scheme will 

help to achieve the following outcomes?  
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Help to tackle issues of neighbourhood problems such as noise nuisance, rubbish and other ASB  

Half of respondents, 50 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 33 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 17 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Help tenants to increase their understanding of their rights and responsibilities when living in an HMO 

Almost half of respondents, 49 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 26 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 25 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Help identify poorly performing HMO landlords, managing agents and letting agents 

The majority of respondents, 61 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 21 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 16 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

Assist HMO landlords to raise their standards 

The majority of respondents, 55 per cent, either agreed or strongly agreed, while 23 per cent either 

disagreed or strongly disagreed. 20 per cent said they neither agreed nor disagreed or didn’t know. 

 

As is the case with many of the other questions, there is some polarity between the views of 

landlords, letting or managing agents and those of residents or local businesses and other 

stakeholders. The stakeholder breakdown is shown in the graphs below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that an additional HMO licensing scheme will 

help to achieve the following? 
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3.15 Alternative solutions, other comments and considerations 

Open text responses were also requested to gather additional comments, and to determine whether 

stakeholders felt that there was anything further that the council should consider to help improve 

the condition and management of the PRS in Medway. 

A significant number of respondents proposed alternative solutions, such as better enforcement of 

existing laws, incentives for good landlords, and introducing licensing schemes across the whole of 

Medway. There was also strong sentiment around the impact of HMOs on community cohesion, 

infrastructure, and property values. Overall, the feedback highlights a desire for a targeted, 

transparent, and balanced approach that supports responsible landlords while effectively addressing 

poor housing conditions and ASB. 

1. Medway-wide licensing preferred over selective schemes: many respondents argued that limiting 

the schemes to certain wards in Medway would displace problems and unfairly penalise landlords in 

specific areas. They suggested that the schemes should be introduced across the whole of Medway. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“While the wards targeted are prone to this issue, the scene should be rolled out over all 

of Medway. The council should also require all PRS landlords to be licensed.” 

“I believe it should cover the whole of Medway as you will be creating more popular 

areas for Landlords otherwise” 

“I feel it should be implemented in all wards not just the seven proposed wards otherwise 

bad housing will increase in the other wards and more HMO will be built in the other 

wards.” 

 

2. Limit the number of HMOs, which are seen as detrimental to community cohesion and 

infrastructure: many residents expressed strong opposition to HMOs, citing issues like overcrowding, 

noise, rubbish, and ASB. Respondents suggested that the council focus on reducing the number of 

existing HMOs or preventing the introduction of more HMOs. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Medway is becoming over saturated with HMOs. Family homes on quiet residential 

streets are becoming noisy anti social areas. No more HMOs full stop.” 

“Need to reduce the amount of HMO properties in these locations to ensure the local 

community is improved” 
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“Most residents know that the proliferation of HMOs and poor rental properties have a 

major effect on their local communities. It feels that the proposals are too little/ too late. 

“Should be a limit to number of HMOS in one street.” 

 

3. Targeted, intelligence-led enforcement: instead of blanket licensing, stakeholders proposed 

focusing enforcement on known problem areas or landlords with a history of complaints. 

Respondents argued that the council should utilise its existing powers to target poorly managed 

properties. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Properly use your existing powers on the small number of poor landlords Don’t penalise 

the whole sector.” 

“Deal effectively with the complaints you receive. Apply fines and sanctions on failing 

landlords. Stop punishing good landlords who care about their tenants and look after 

their properties.” 

“Overall, a supportive and targeted approach could raise standards in the private rented 

sector while maintaining the supply of housing, keeping rents affordable, and 

encouraging responsible landlords to continue providing homes in Medway.  I believe the 

council should carefully consider the negative consequences of enforcing too many 

additional licensing schemes.” 

“Focus on those properties that are a problem, and charge all the costs to them not make 

good landlord suffer their costs” 

I would encourage the council to focus resources on targeted enforcement against known 

offenders and high-risk properties rather than broad licensing of compliant landlords.  

 

4. Improve tenant education and reporting mechanisms: some respondents recommended 

empowering tenants with better information and easier ways to report issues. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“The council should concentrate on managing its own deficiencies eg the state of roads, 

refuse collection, delays in responding the residents complaints (five years in my case).” 
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“Link up with Waste Services to improve education around waste sorting and safe 

disposal to avoid living in littered conditions.” 

 

5. Help with problem tenants and evictions: some landlords feel powerless when tenants behave 

poorly, damage property, or refuse to pay rent. Respondents suggested that the council should 

recognise tenant responsibility and focus on helping landlords deal with difficult tenants. 

 

Free text survey comments 

“Manage tenants. Not just Landlords” 

“I would also ask the council to look at the responsibility of the tenants who occupy 

properties even when these are modernised they can be disrupted by bad tenants.” 

“Much could also be done in supporting landlords with dealing with anti-social tenants 

and issues arising from tenant mismanagement of property. Some tenants are wonderful 

and care greatly for their homes. Others are neglectful and irresponsible and absent 

themselves from all responsibility. Perhaps the council could support landlords in 

educating some in responsibility and consideration for other tenants.” 

“Increasing council involvement in addressing anti-social behaviour and community 

issues, as landlords cannot always control tenant behaviour.” 

 

6. Improve council support and engagement with landlords: many respondents suggested that 

improved collaboration between the council and landlords would be more effective than additional 

regulation. Landlords want meaningful support and recognition for responsible practices. 

  

Free text survey comments 

“Speak to landlords directly and understand the wider realities of the rental market” 

“I would also encourage the council to work collaboratively with responsible landlords 

and agents, who form an important part of the long-term housing supply within 

Medway.” 

“I think the council should consider measures that improve housing standards without 

placing excessive burdens on landlords. This could include… Providing guidance, training, 

and support to landlords to help them meet legal and safety requirements… [and] 
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Encouraging collaboration between landlords and the council to share best practices and 

improve property management.” 

 

7. Wait to understand the impact of national reforms: some stakeholders referenced the new Renters’ 

Rights Act in their responses, suggesting that the council should wait to understand the impact of 

national reforms before introducing licensing schemes which may duplicate national legislation. 

These comments reflect concerns about the cumulative regulatory burden on landlords including: 

• increased costs from overlapping national and local schemes; 

• reduced profitability and incentives to remain in the rental market; 

• the risk of landlords exiting the sector, reducing housing supply; 

• a call for councils to wait for national reforms to become embedded before introducing 

additional local licensing. 

Free text survey comments 

“A more reasonable approach would involve delaying implementation until landlords 

have had sufficient time to adapt to the Renters’ Rights reforms and then debating if the 

act actually negated the need for the proposed licensing scheme.  If the licensing still 

goes ahead, the Council should consider a reduced, or phased, fee structure. At a time 

when government policy is already introducing major reform to the sector, local 

authorities should work collaboratively with responsible landlords rather than impose 

additional financial and administrative burdens that may reduce housing availability 

and increase rents for tenants.” 

“Why do council need to double up on what is already covered by renters rights act?” 

“In addition, the cumulative impact of recent legislative changes, particularly the Renters' 

Rights Act 2026, has not yet been fully realised. Introducing further regulatory 

requirements at this stage risks compounding existing pressures on both landlords and 

the council’s administrative systems.” 

“At a time when rents are rising beyond many peoples means and RRA is forcing 

landlords to be more selective about which tenants they will take on the continued 

pressure on the housing system is going to cause more homelessness.” 

“The Council already possesses extensive enforcement powers under the Housing Act 

2004 and will gain further powers through the Renters' Rights Act. The need for 

additional staffing does not in itself demonstrate that a blanket licensing scheme is 

necessary. 
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3.16 Views supporting the proposed schemes  

It is worth noting that the majority of the free text questions only asked respondents to elaborate on 

their views when they were in disagreement with the proposals. Respondents did, however, share 

many positive comments about the schemes. Some of these are listed below: 

Free text survey comments 

“I strongly support the council’s proposals to introduce additional and selective licensing in 

Medway. The evidence presented in the consultation clearly demonstrates that poor 

housing conditions and ineffective property management remain an issue in parts of the 

private rented sector, and it is encouraging to see the council taking proactive steps to 

address this… As a local resident, I welcome the council taking a firm approach to raising 

standards in the private rented sector and addressing issues that have affected some areas 

for a number of years.” 

“I 100% fully support this scheme… Medway is beautifully located and has so much 

potential but there is a massive amount of behavioural change required and investment 

and I view this as a first good step on what will be a long journey.” 

“Any improvements to housing conditions are a good thing. Hopefully this has an impact 

on tenants and the community alike.” 

“I would like this made an absolute priority. Good housing improves life outcomes.” 

“Nothing to add as of yet. Just happy something will finally be done to tackle bad 

landlords.” 

“If it will make private landlords accountable for their tenants behaviour and mean they 

have to manage this it is a positive thing” 

“I applaud Medway Council for putting together licensing legislation for both types of 

rental properties. I just hope that Medway Council employ sufficient personnel to put into 

practise the proposed initiatives! 

“As a local resident I strongly support the action the council is proposing to improve 

standards in the HMO sector. It is clear that there are real issues with poor housing 

conditions and property management in Medway’s HMOs, and taking steps to address this 

is important.” 

“If every property that is rented like this is monitored then hopefully the area could 

improve.” 

“Overall the proposed selective licensing conditions appear sensible and I support the 

council taking steps to improve standards in the private rented sector.” 
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4. Public meetings and written responses 

 

Medway Council held two virtual public forums to provide information about the proposed schemes 

and to gather feedback from stakeholders. Feedback was also gathered by email and through formal 

written responses. Below is a summary of the key themes that came out of the forums and the 

written submissions.  

Council officers also responded to email queries that were sent as part of the consultation. 

4.1 Public online forums 

 

The council, in conjunction with Transform, held two meetings aimed at engaging with landlords, 

agents and residents, to make them aware of the consultation and to gather their feedback. There 

was an online meeting (via Microsoft Teams) which was held on 14 May 2026 with 18 attendees 

and a further virtual event held on 20 May 2026 with 41 attendees. The actual number of attendees 

fluctuated during both meetings, as some attendees joined late or left early.  

Council officers were present at both public forums. Following on from a presentation about the 

proposals, the majority of each meeting was used to undertake a question-and-answer session.  

Attendees had the opportunity to express their views and ask questions about the proposals. They 

were able to highlight areas requiring clarification and suggest matters for the council officers to 

consider. During each public forum, council officers attempted to address all questions posed by 

attendees or directed them to the consultation documents for further information (often when there 

were specific questions about the proposed licence conditions, fees etc). 

The main themes of the questions and views expressed were as follows, categorised by theme: 

 

Renters’ Rights Act and other existing legislation 

Why is licensing being introduced when the Renters’ Rights Act is now in place? 

Why is licensing needed when existing legislation and enforcement powers already exist? 

Fees and financial impact 

How have the licence fees of £840 (selective) and £1600 (additional HMO) been set? 

Are the licensing schemes a way for the council to generate revenue? 

Will the fees increase over time? 

What will happen if the schemes generate a surplus? 

Do existing fines and financial penalties already cover the costs of enforcement and 

administration?  
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Fairness, scope and justification 

Does licensing place an unfair burden on landlords who are already compliant? 

Are most landlords already meeting standards, and is licensing therefore unnecessary? 

Why should compliant landlords pay the same fees as non-compliant landlords, 

effectively bearing the cost of addressing poor practice by others? 

Why are certain areas included in the schemes and not others? 

Evidence, data transparency and rationale for licensing 

What evidence is there to support the need for licensing in Medway? 

What evidence is there that licensing schemes are effective? 

How has the council assessed the proportionality of the schemes? 

How can we access the data and evidence that is being used to support the schemes? 

 Effectiveness and enforcement 

Does the council have sufficient resources and capacity to implement and enforce the 

schemes effectively? 

How will the council address existing delays in applications and inspections under the 

current mandatory HMO scheme? 

How will the schemes be enforced, and what are the consequences of non-compliance? 

Will all properties be physically inspected as part of the application and enforcement 

process? 

How will the council ensure the schemes are enforced consistently and effectively? 

Will licence holder information be made publicly available? 

What makes a property ‘hazardous’? 

How many licences is the council expecting to issue under the proposed schemes? 

Impact on tenants and housing supply 

Will licensing costs be passed on to tenants through higher rents? 

Could the schemes lead to landlords leaving the market, therefore reducing housing 

supply? 

Could the schemes increase homelessness or make it harder for tenants to find housing? 
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How does the introduction of licensing impact properties with existing tenants?  

If a landlord decides they no longer want to rent out their property as a result of the 

proposed licensing schemes, can they ask their tenants to leave? 

Support for landlords 

What support will be available to landlords to help them meet licensing requirements? 

How will the council support landlords dealing with difficult tenants or ASB? 

Will there be a more joined-up approach across council services when working with 

landlords? 

How do the licensing schemes benefit landlords? 

Anti-social behaviour (ASB) 

What are landlords expected to do when tenants engage in ASB? 

Are landlords being held responsible for tenant behaviour that is beyond their control? 

Will there be systems in place to manage difficult tenants, including those who 

repeatedly engage in ASB? 

Planning considerations 

How does licensing interact with planning permission requirements for HMOs?  

How does licensing influence the creation and distribution of HMOs? 

How does licensing enforcement relate to planning enforcement? 

 

In summary, many landlords and agents held strong views and were critical of PRS licensing in 

general. In particular, they perceived the schemes as being unfair in targeting good landlords. They 

were concerned about the effectiveness of the proposed licensing schemes and the council’s ability 

to effectively implement the schemes and achieve their objectives. The main objections, however, 

were to the economic costs of licensing schemes for landlords, which they felt would place a burden 

on compliant landlords and would inevitably be passed onto tenants through higher rents. 

Though a significant number of the attendees were landlords and managing/letting agents, a 

number of tenants were also among the participants. The views of tenants as a group were difficult 

to assess in the context of the forum because they did not self-identify when posting questions to 

the Q&A.  
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4.2 Written representations 

Medway Council received 30 written responses through its email inbox during the consultation 

period from various stakeholders including residents, landlords, and organisations. This included 

three formal written responses from Safeagent, Propertymark, and the NRLA.  

The 27 emails received from individual stakeholders included feedback on the proposals, questions 

about the consultation process, and requests for further information. The feedback reflected a range 

of views, both in support of and in opposition to the proposals. Overall, the issues raised were 

consistent with those identified through the consultation survey, with no significant new themes 

emerging. It is not possible to determine whether individuals who provided feedback by email also 

participated in the consultation survey, although in at least one instance an identical response was 

received through both routes. 

A summary is provided below outlining the key themes in the formal written responses from 

Safeagent, Propertymark, and the NRLA. The three full written submissions are included in Appendix 

4.  

Themes from written responses 

High cost: Concerns that proposed licence fees (£840 selective, £1,600 additional) 

represent a significant financial burden and may discourage investment in the PRS or 

limit landlords’ ability to maintain properties. (NRLA, Safeagent, Propertymark) 

Lack of transparency in fee structure: A detailed cost breakdown and fee 

methodology is requested to justify the fees and provide clarity on total and 

cumulative costs to the council. (NRLA, Propertymark) 

Unfair fee structure: Safeagent raises concerns that charging full licence fees for 

licences granted for less than five years is unreasonable. Pro-rata adjustments are 

fairer but more complex. (Safeagent)  

Fee waiver suggestion: Safeagent suggests that licence fee exemptions should be 

considered where landlords support the council in meeting homelessness duties, 

reflecting the public benefit provided. (Safeagent) 

Insufficient resourcing and capability: Concerns are raised that effective 

implementation will require significant staffing and technical capacity, particularly 

alongside wider changes introduce through the Renters’ Rights Act. (NRLA, 

Safeagent). Propertymark raises the question of whether the council has sufficient 

experience and capacity to implement and manage multiple new licensing schemes 

simultaneously. (Propertymark) 

Need for joined-up services: Safeagent calls for improved coordination between 

Trading Standards and Private Sector Housing teams. (Safeagent) 

Unfair expectations: Concerns are raised that landlords and agents are being 

expected to address issues beyond their control, including ASB, overcrowding, and 
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tenant vulnerability. These expectations are considered disproportionate to the role 

and responsibilities of landlords and agents. (NRLA, Safeagent, Propertymark) 

Sector differences ignored: Safeagent highlights that private landlords should not be 

expected to fulfil the same functions as publicly funded social landlords with wider 

social responsibilities. (Safeagent) 

Lack of transparency in outcomes: Greater transparency in scheme outcomes is 

requested, with calls for regular and detailed reporting on applications, enforcement 

activity, and measurable impacts. (Safeagent, NRLA, Propertymark) 

Underutilisation of current powers: Concerns are raised that existing enforcement 

powers are not being fully utilised, and that more effective use of these tools could 

achieve improvements without introducing the proposed licensing schemes. (NRLA, 

Propertymark) 

Lack of support for bulky waste removal: The NRLA raises concerns regarding 

landlord liability for tenant waste and suggests clearer use of existing council waste 

services. (NRLA) 

Lack of clarity for inspections: The NRLA requests clarification on the proposed 

inspection regime, including whether inspections will be universal or risk-based and 

how this will be implemented. (NRLA) 

Better alternatives exist: It is suggested that more targeted, proportionate, and 

intelligence-led enforcement, including use of existing and forthcoming data sources, 

would be more effective than area-wide licensing schemes. (NRLA, Propertymark) 

Opposition to licensing as a regulatory tool: Propertymark argues that education, 

engagement, and support-based approaches are more effective than licensing, which 

is viewed as burdensome and insufficiently targeted. (Propertymark) 

Duplication: Concerns are raised that licensing proposals duplicate requirements 

associated with recent reforms under the Renters’ Rights Act and the forthcoming 

national PRS database. (NRLA, Propertymark). The introduction of multiple 

overlapping regulatory measures may create complexity and increase administrative 

burdens for landlords and agents. (Propertymark) 

Misattribution of issues: Propertymark suggests that issues such as ASB and poor 

housing conditions may not be attributable solely to the PRS and are cross-tenure 

issues. (Propertymark) 

Discounts: Support is expressed for licence fee discounts for accredited landlords, 

charitable organisations, and multi-dwelling applications. Further incentives are 

recommended, including an early bird discount and discount for accredited agents. 

(Safeagent, Propertymark) 

Energy standards: Propertymark raises concerns regarding the costs associated with 

meeting current and future energy efficiency requirements and requests clarity on the 
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financial support available for landlords to bring older properties up to standard. 

(Propertymark) 

Section 21 and tenant management risk-aversion: Propertymark suggests that the 

removal of Section 21 evictions under the Renters’ Rights Act may increase landlord 

risk-aversion, potentially affecting tenant selection and access to housing. 

(Propertymark) 

Impact on housing supply: Concerns are raised that increased costs and regulatory 

requirements associated with licensing may cause landlords to exit the PRS, with 

potential impacts on the supply of affordable housing. (NRLA, Safeagent, 

Propertymark) 

Licensing conditions overreach: Concerns are raised that certain proposed licence 

conditions are overly restrictive or may inappropriately assign responsibility to 

landlords for tenant behaviour or factors beyond their control. (NRLA, Propertymark) 

Need for partnership working and engagement: The importance of ongoing 

engagement and partnership working with landlord, agents, and sector bodies is 

emphasised to support compliance and improve standards. (Safeagent, 

Propertymark) 

Article 4 and planning impacts: Safeagent raises concerns that the proposed Article 

4 direction may restrict HMO development and reduce the availability of affordable 

housing. (Safeagent). 

 

4.3 Letter of support  

During the consultation, Medway Council also received a letter in support of the council’s proposals 

from Naushabah Khan, MP for Gillingham and Rainham. The letter emphasises that housing is one 

of the biggest challenges in the constituency of Gillingham and Rainham, and outlines support for 

the proposed schemes as a useful set of tools in addressing poor housing conditions. This letter can 

be found in Appendix 5.  
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5. Appendices   

• appendix 1 - Communications and Marketing visuals and analytics;   

• appendix 2 – Survey respondent profile; 

• appendix 3 – Survey questionnaire; 

• appendix 4 – Full written representations; 

• appendix 5 – Letter of support.
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Appendix 1 - Communications and Marketing visuals and analytics 
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Appendix 2 - Survey respondent profile 

The respondents to the consultation survey were asked if they would give their age range, sex, 

ethnic group, and disability status. These optional questions aligned with Medway Council’s 

standard equalities questions. Responses were compared with benchmarks for Medway using the 

2021 census1.  

It is worth noting that for each of these equalities’ questions, a small number of respondents 

(typically around 5 per cent) opted out. Of those who chose to answer these questions, a proportion 

for each question still chose ‘prefer not to say’ as their response. Therefore, fully accurate 

comparisons with the compulsory census data cannot always be made. 

Sex 

Of the 198 respondents who answered this question, 45 per cent said they were male, 45 per cent 

said they were female, and 10 per cent preferred not to say.  

 

 

 

According to the 2021 census, the population of Medway is 51 per cent female and 49 per cent 

male, meaning that, among those that chose to answer this question within the survey, men were 

slightly underrepresented (though they may equally have chosen the response ‘prefer not to say’). 

 
1 Census - Office for National Statistics 

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r06/___https:/www.ons.gov.uk/hjsxzx___.ZXV3MjpuZXh0MTU6YzpvOjNmODk4MTg4OWUwYzIwMzYyODgwNTZkMDI2ZjFlZDM0Ojc6YjZiYTowOWI5NWIwNDA5OWY4ZjZhMjVkZmJmOTlhODBjOGYyYzVhNmQyNzc4YmQ3NGMyNWNlZGJhYzM2ZTY0MGZlNTBiOnA6VDpU
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Age 

 

Respondents were also asked to share their age group. 201 respondents answered this question.  

The age group of 55 to 64 was the most represented within the consultation, with 55 responses, or 

about 27 per cent of respondents. The age groups 45 to 54 (38 responses, or 19 per cent) and 65 to 

74 (35 responses, or 17 per cent) were the next largest age demographics. The age groups 35 to 44 

and 25 to 34 made up roughly 15 and 6 per cent respectively, with the lowest proportion of 

respondents falling into the 75+ and 16 to 24 categories (3 and 1 per cent respectively). 10 per cent 

of the 201 respondents to this question preferred not to say. 

Compared to the 2021 census data for Medway, the younger demographics, 16-24, 25-34, and 35-

44, are all underrepresented in the survey responses, at 1 per cent, 6 per cent, and 15 per cent 

respectively (compared to the census figures of 13 per cent, 17 per cent, and 17 per cent). The older 

demographics are mostly overrepresented in the survey. The age groups 45-54, 55-64, and 65-75 

represent 19 per cent, 27 per cent, and 17 per cent of responses respectively (compared to the 

census figures of 17 per cent, 15 per cent, and 12 per cent). The 75+ group, however, is 

underrepresented in the survey, at 3 per cent compared to the census figure of 9 per cent. 
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*Please note that this graph is based on the census ‘Age by single year’2 data for the over-16 usual 

resident population in Medway. Percentages are calculated as a total of the 16-and-over population 

and exclude the under-16 population. 

Ethnic origin 

Respondents were asked to indicate which ethnic group they identified with. 201 respondents chose 

to answer this question.  

 

  

 
2 Census 2021 – Age by single year – Office for National Statistics 

 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/datasets/TS007/editions/2021/versions/1
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The 2021 census results for Medway regarding ethnic groups are shown below: 

 

Of those who chose to answer this survey question, the majority of consultation respondents (71 per 

cent) selected ‘White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British’, with a further 6 per cent 

selecting another White ethnic group. This means that 77 per cent of survey respondents overall 

identified as White/White British, which is lower than the census 2021 figure of 84 per cent for 

Medway. The proportion of Black/Black British respondents (5 per cent in total) and Asian/Asian 

British respondents (3 per cent in total) are both below Medway’s demographic figures of 6 per cent 

for each group in the census. The proportion of Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups in the survey was 1 

per cent, compared to 3 per cent in the census. It is important to note that a considerable 

proportion of respondents who chose to answer this question – 13 per cent – answered ‘I prefer not 

to say’. 

  

Disability or long-term health condition 

Respondents were also asked if they considered themselves to have a physical or mental health 

condition or illness lasting or expected to last 12 months or more. 201 respondents chose to answer 

this question. 
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Of those who answered the question, some respondents (15 per cent) gave the response ‘I prefer 

not to say’. 20 per cent of the respondents to the question said they considered themselves to have 

a long-term physical or mental health condition, which is slightly above the 17 per cent of Medway 

residents who, in the 2021 Census, stated that they had a disability that affects their day-to-day 

activities a little or a lot. 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 91 

 

 

Appendix 3 - Survey questionnaire 

YOUR CONNECTION TO MEDWAY 

In what capacity are you responding to this survey? (Please select one option only)                                                                    

 
As a Medway resident or a local business in Medway (but not a landlord) – please 
answer the red shaded question overleaf, then go to the ‘Local Issues?’ section 

 
As a landlord, letting or managing agent with properties in Medway – please answer 
the blue shaded section overleaf, then go to the ‘Local Issues?’ section  

 

As another type of stakeholder (for example, an elected representative, a resident 
or landlord based outside of Medway, or on behalf of a landlord or tenant 
organisation) – please answer the green shaded section overleaf, and following 
questions 

Please provide this information about yourself (where relevant) so that we can monitor the 

representativeness of the responses and identify trends.  We will take all feedback into account, 

regardless of whether you provide your personal details.  
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOU: MEDWAY RESIDENTS & BUSINESSES 

If you are a resident living in Medway, or responding on behalf of a local business in 

Medway, which of the following best describes you? (Please select one option only) 

 

 

Private tenant living in a single-family dwelling (e.g. a self-contained flat or house) 

 

Private tenant living in a House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) or bedsit where you 
share some basic amenities (e.g. toilet, bathroom, kitchen) with others 

 

Medway Council tenant 

 Housing association tenant 

 Owner occupier 

 Shared owner – with a share in the equity of the home 

 Local business in Medway (but not a landlord) 

 

Other, please state: 
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOU: LANDLORDS AND AGENTS 

If you are a landlord or agent with properties in Medway, which of the following best 

describes you? (Please select one option only) 

 

Landlord who manages their 
own property   

Managing agent 

 

Landlord who uses a managing 
agent  

Registered social landlord 

 

Letting agent 
 

Other, please state:

 
 

Do you live in Medway? (Please select one option only) 

 

Yes 
 

No 

 

Please indicate how many properties you own/manage in Medway, for each of the 

following types. (Please select one option per row)               

 0 1 2-10 11-50 51-100 101+ 

Single family 
occupancy 

house/bungalow 

      

Self-contained 
flat  

converted 

      

Self-contained 
flat  

purpose built 

      

House in 
Multiple 

Occupation  
(3 or 4 people) 

      

House in 
Multiple 

Occupation  
(5 or more 

people) 

      

 

Are you accredited or a member of any of the following? (Please select all that apply) 

 

National Residential Landlords 
Association (NRLA)   

ARLA Propertymark 
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Kent Landlord Accreditation 
Scheme (KLAS)   

 

Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors (RICS) 

 
UK Association of Letting Agents 
(UKALA)  

Other landlord/letting agent 
association, please state: 

 

 Safeagent  No, none of these 
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOU: ORGANISATIONS AND OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, which organisation do you 
represent? 
(Please write in the box below)  
Please give us the name of the organisation and any specific group or department. 
Please also tell us who the organisation represents, what area it covers and how you 
gathered the views of members. 

 
 

If you are another stakeholder (e.g. an elected representative or somebody with links 

to a neighbouring local authority), please use the box below to provide full details. 

(Please write in the box below)  
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LOCAL ISSUES 

To what extent do you believe each of the following to be a problem in your local area 
of Medway? (Please select one option per row) 

 

Not a 
problem            

at all 

Not a very 
big 

problem 

A fairly big 
problem 

A very big 
problem 

Don’t  
know 

Poor property conditions       

Anti-social behaviour 
(ASB)*      

 
*This question is referring to ASB specifically in relation to housing. Examples include 
noisy, rowdy, or inconsiderate neighbours, vandalism and damage to property, 
environmental damage including littering, dumping of rubbish and fly tipping. 
 
Thinking about the private rented sector (PRS) as a whole in Medway, to what extent 
do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (Please select one option per 
row)  

 
Strongly 

agree 
Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

The number of private rented 
properties has been 
increasing in Medway 

      

The physical condition of 
private rented properties is a 
problem 

      

There are health and safety 
issues with private rented 
properties 

      

Overcrowding is a problem in 
private rented properties 

      

There are inadequate fire 
safety measures in private 
rented properties 

      

The PRS causes 
neighbourhood problems 
such as noise, nuisance, 
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rubbish and other anti-social 
behaviour 

Poorly maintained private 
rented properties are 
contributing to the decline of 
some areas in Medway 

      

Poorly managed private 
rented properties are 
contributing to the decline of 
some areas of Medway 

      

Landlords of private rented 
properties have a 
responsibility to manage their 
properties effectively 

      

To help with the 
management of private 
rented properties in Medway, 
landlords should be ‘fit and 
proper’ persons (e.g. have 
proper management or 
financial arrangements in 
place, and not have 
convictions for certain types 
of offences)  
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ADDITIONAL HMO LICENSING SCHEME  

Medway Council, like all other councils across the country, must operate a 

mandatory licensing scheme for larger HMOs. 

The council is proposing to introduce an additional HMO licensing scheme in six 

wards:  

• Chatham Central & Brompton  

• Fort Pitt  

• Gillingham North  

• Gillingham South  

• Luton  

• Watling.  

The proposed scheme would cover smaller HMOs that are occupied by three or 

four unrelated people in two or more households that share (or lack) toilet, 

washing or cooking facilities. 

By implementing an additional HMO licensing scheme, the council is able to 

effectively deal with the poor conditions and anti-social behaviour present in 

smaller HMOs by requiring landlords to license their property with the council and 

meet certain property management conditions. 

Landlords will need to obtain a licence for an HMO falling within the new scheme. A 

fee is charged by the council to cover the costs of processing an application, 

monitoring compliance with licence conditions and enforcing the scheme.  

The additional HMO licensing scheme, if approved, would begin 

in November 2026 and would operate for five years. You can find out more about 

the proposed additional HMO licensing scheme in the Consultation Evidence Pack. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for an additional HMO 
licensing scheme in the six specified wards? (Please select one option only) 

Strongly  
agree 

Tend to  
agree 

Neither agree  
nor disagree 

Tend to  
disagree 

Strongly  
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

      

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9594/additional_hmo_and_selective_licensing_proposals_-_consultation_evidence
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that an additional HMO licensing scheme will help to 
achieve the following outcomes? (Please select one option per row)  

 
Strongly 

agree 
Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

Improve the physical 
condition of HMOs 

      

Improve the health and 
safety of HMO tenants 

      

Help to tackle neighbourhood 
issues such as noise, 
nuisance, rubbish and other 
anti-social behaviour 

      

Help tenants to increase their 
understanding of their rights 
and responsibilities when 
living in an HMO 

      

Help identify poorly 
performing HMO landlords, 
managing agents and letting 
agents 

      

Assist HMO landlords to raise 
their standards 

      

Support good HMO landlords 
      

If you disagree with the proposals for an additional HMO licensing scheme, please can 
you explain why and what alternatives you think should be considered to address the 
problems? 
(Please write in the box below) 

 

LICET IONS  
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ADDITIONAL HMO LICENCE CONDITIONS  

If an additional HMO licensing scheme is introduced, all landlords will be required 

to obtain a licence for any properties meeting the additional HMO criteria in the six 

specified wards. The licence can contain two types of conditions: mandatory and 

discretionary. 

The mandatory conditions are those relating to electrical, gas and fire safety, 

tenancy agreements, minimum sleeping room sizes and the disposal of household 

waste. These are required by law and must be applied. These mandatory 

conditions do not form part of the consultation. 

The discretionary conditions are part of the consultation, and the council can 

decide on these in order to deal with the management, use and occupation of the 

licensed property, and its condition and contents. You can find out more about the 

proposed additional HMO licensing scheme conditions in Appendix 3. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed additional HMO licensing 
discretionary conditions? 
(Please select one option only) 

Strongly  
agree 

Tend to  
agree 

Neither agree  
nor disagree 

Tend to  
disagree 

Strongly  
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

      

 

If you disagree with any of the discretionary conditions for additional HMO licensing 
please can you explain why? 

(Please write in the box below) 

 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9597/appendix_3_additional_hmo_licensing_scheme_conditions
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Are there any other additional licence conditions (that are not already covered by a 
mandatory or proposed discretionary licence condition) that you think should be 
included? (Please select one option only) 

Yes No 
Don’t  
know 

   

If 'Yes', please state below: (Please write in the box below) 
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SELECTIVE LICENSING SCHEMES  

The council is proposing to introduce a selective licensing scheme for all privately rented homes 

in seven wards:  

• Chatham Central & Brompton  

• Fort Pitt  

• Gillingham North  

• Gillingham South  

• Luton  

• Strood North & Frindsbury  

• Watling. 

A selective licensing scheme is when the whole or part(s) of a local authority are subject to a 

designation under the Housing Act 2004. The designation makes it compulsory for all properties 

that are rented to single households (e.g., a family) or two unrelated sharers (e.g., two friends 

living together) to hold a licence before it can be legally let to tenants. 

The seven wards have been chosen because they have high levels of privately rented 

accommodation which is in poor condition. 

By implementing a selective licensing scheme, the council is able to effectively deal with the 

poor conditions by requiring landlords to license their property with the council and meet 

certain property management conditions. 

If approved, it is proposed that the scheme will be introduced in November 2026.   
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If the scheme is implemented, landlords will be required to apply to the council for a licence for 

each privately rented property they own or manage in the area. Each licence application must 

be accompanied by a licence fee. Conditions will be attached to each licence and landlords 

would be bound by these conditions. 

You can find out more about the proposed areas, licence conditions, and fees in the 

Consultation Evidence Pack. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal for a selective licensing 
scheme in the seven wards? (Please select one option only) 

Strongly  
agree 

Tend to  
agree 

Neither agree  
nor disagree 

Tend to  
disagree 

Strongly  
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

      

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9594/additional_hmo_and_selective_licensing_proposals_-_consultation_evidence
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that a selective licensing scheme will help to 
achieve the following outcomes? (Please select one option per row)  

 
Strongly 

agree 
Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

Improve the physical condition 
of private rented properties 

      

Improve the health and safety of 
tenants 

      

Help to tackle neighbourhood 
issues such as noise, nuisance, 
rubbish and other anti-social 
behaviour 

      

Help to decrease the effects of 
deprivation (poverty) in the area 

      

Help identify poorly performing 
landlords, managing agents and 
letting agents 

      

Assist landlords to raise their 
standards 

      

Support good landlords 
      

 

If you disagree with any of the above, please can you explain why and what 
alternatives you think should be considered to address the problems? 
(Please write in the box below) 

 

LICET IONS  
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SELECTIVE LICENCE CONDITIONS  

If a selective licensing scheme is introduced, all landlords will be required to obtain a licence 

for properties meeting the selective licensing criteria. The licence can contain two types of 

conditions: mandatory and discretionary. 

The mandatory conditions are those relating to electrical, gas and fire safety, tenancy 

agreements and references. These are required by law and must be applied. These mandatory 

conditions do not form part of the consultation. 

 

The discretionary conditions are part of the consultation, and the council can decide on these 

in order to deal with the management, use and occupation of the licensed property. You can 

find out more about the proposed selective licensing scheme conditions in Appendix 2. 

 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed selective licensing 
discretionary conditions? 
(Please select one option only) 

Strongly  
agree 

Tend to  
agree 

Neither agree  
nor disagree 

Tend to  
disagree 

Strongly  
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

      

 

If you disagree with any of the discretionary conditions for selective licensing, please 
can you explain why? 

(Please write in the box below) 

 

 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9596/appendix_2_selective_licensing_scheme_conditions
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Are there any other selective licence conditions (that are not already covered by a 
mandatory or proposed discretionary licence condition) that you think should be 
included? (Please select one option only) 

Yes No 
Don’t  
know 

   

If 'Yes', please state below: (Please write in the box below) 
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LICENSING SCHEME FEES  

The Housing Act 2004 permits the council to set licensing fees to cover the costs of 

administering the licensing scheme over five years. Licence fees cannot be used elsewhere in 

the council or used to generate a profit. As long as the licence conditions are complied with, 

the licence would remain valid up to a maximum of five years. 

The council’s proposed fees per property licence are below. The law requires that the payment 

is collected in two parts. The initial part of the fee (Part A) is charged to cover the cost of 

processing the application. If the application for a licence is successful, the remainder of the fee 

(Part B) will be charged before the full licence is issued. This part of the fee is a contribution to 

the other costs incurred by the council in running and administering the licensing scheme, for 

example the cost to the council for enforcement of licences. The total fee amount (Part A and 

Part B) is paid once for the five-year licence and is not charged annually. The licence fee will be 

kept under review at least annually. 

You can find out more about the proposed licensing scheme fees, charges and discounts in 

Appendix 4. 

Scheme Part A Part B Total 

Additional HMO  £830 £770 £1600 

Selective £436 £404 £840 

 

What are your views on the proposed additional HMO licensing fee?  

(Please select one option only) 

I think the fee is 
too high 

I think the fee is 
at about the 

right level 

I think the fee is 
too low 

Don’t  
know 

    

 

What are your views on the proposed selective licensing fee?  

(Please select one option only) 

I think the fee is 
too high 

I think the fee is 
at about the 

right level 

I think the fee is 
too low 

Don’t  
know 

    

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9598/appendix_4_schedule_of_proposed_fees_charges_and_discounts
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LICENCE FEE DISCOUNTS  

The council is proposing three different discount payments against the full licence fee. Some 

properties will be eligible for multiple discounts. Please refer to schedule of fees, charges and 

discounts (Appendix 4) for more information. 

 

All discounts are at the discretion of the council and will be kept under annual review. 

Nature of discount Amount (Selective) Amount (Additional) 

Accredited landlord £84 off Part B £160 off Part B 

Multi-property £105 off Part A £200 off Part A 

Charity £210 off Part B £400 off Part B 

 

What are your views on the proposed discounts?  

(Please select one option per row) 

 I think the discount is 
too low 

I think the discount 
is at about the right 

level 

I think the discount 
is too high 

Don’t  
know 

Accredited landlord 
discount     

Multi-property 
discount     

Charity discount 
    

 

 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9598/appendix_4_schedule_of_proposed_fees_charges_and_discounts
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LICENSING SCHEME OBJECTIVES  

As part of the planning process for any private property licensing scheme, the council must 

define its objectives for the schemes and set out how it plans to enforce these.  

 

You can find out more about the proposed licensing scheme objectives in the Consultation 

Evidence Pack (see Section 15).  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed licensing scheme 
objectives? (Please select one option only) 

 

Strongly agree 

Tend to  
agree 

Neither agree  
nor disagree 

Tend to  
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t  
know 

      

If you disagree with any of the objectives for the licensing scheme, please can you 
explain why? 

(Please write in the box below) 

Are there any other licence scheme objectives (that are not already covered by the 

objectives listed) that you think should be included? (Please select one option only) 

Yes No 
Don’t  
know 

   

If 'Yes', please state below: (Please write in the box below) 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9594/additional_hmo_and_selective_licensing_proposals_-_consultation_evidence
https://www.medway.gov.uk/downloads/file/9594/additional_hmo_and_selective_licensing_proposals_-_consultation_evidence
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DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS? 

Is there anything else you think the council should consider to help improve the 
condition and management of the private rented sector in Medway? Are there any 
other comments that you would like to make about the proposed additional HMO 
and/or selective licensing schemes? 

(Please write in the box below) 
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LICENSING DESIGNATIONS 

If the proposals are approved, Medway Council is legally obliged to offer to send 

you a copy of the licensing designations before any licensing scheme is introduced. 

These are supporting documents that define various things including the area 

where licensing will be required, as well as detailing the commencement and 

duration of the designations. 

Please be aware that Medway Council are the data controllers but not the data 

processors for this survey. Any contact details you provide will be separated from 

your survey response therefore you will not be identified in the results and report 

of findings received by the council. We will not pass your details on to any third 

parties. The council’s Data Protection Officer can be contacted via email at 

gdpr@medway.gov.uk or at the following address:  

 

Data Protection Officer 

Information Governance Team 

Legal Services 

Medway Council  

Gun Wharf 

Dock Road 

Chatham 

Kent 

ME4 4TR 

 

Your contact details will be used by Medway Council only for the purpose of the 

notification under the Housing Act 2004, and of issuing the licensing designation(s), 

as required to fulfil the council’s duties under Regulation 9 (3) - The Licensing and 

Management of Houses in Multiple Occupation and Other Houses (Miscellaneous 

Provisions) (England) Regulations 2006 – the publication requirements relating to 

designations made under the Housing Act 2004, require that within two weeks of a 

designation being confirmed or made, the local housing authority must send a copy 

of the notice to any person who responded to the consultation. 

 

mailto:gdpr@medway.gov.uk
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The contact information will not be shared, shall be retained for no more than 

three years after decisions have been finalised, and shall be processed in 

adherence to your legal rights, including but not limited to the right to withdraw 

consent, right to copies of your information, and right to be forgotten. If you are 

dissatisfied with the processing of your information, you can raise your concern 

with the council’s Data Protection Officer. You have a right to lodge a complaint 

with the Information Commissioner’s Office (www.ico.org.uk). Further information 

can be found at Medway Privacy Notice and Your Rights  

Please provide your name with either an email or postal address if you would like to 
receive a copy of the licensing designations. 

Full name: (Please write in the box below) 

 

 

Email address: (Please write in the box below) 

 

 

Postal address: (Please write in the box below) 

 

 

https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200138/your_council/347/data_protection
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ABOUT THIS CONSULTATION  

 

How did you hear about this consultation? (Please select all that apply) 

 

Leaflet  
 

Email 

 

Poster  
 

Medway Council website 

 Local newspaper  Word of mouth  

 

Other, please state: 
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ABOUT YOU  

 

Medway Council is committed to consulting with all its residents and interested parties 

so, to ensure that all groups within the community have the opportunity to participate, 

we would appreciate it if you could provide us with some information about you. This 

part of the questionnaire is voluntary. Please feel free to leave any questions that you do 

not wish to answer or select ‘I prefer not to say’. 

 

We collect this information to help us better understand who has responded to this 

survey and identify any differences between groups of respondents and the 

communities that we serve. This is so that services and policies can be designed 

considering the needs of everybody; helping the council to meet its duties under the 

Equality Act 2010. All of the information gathered is confidential and will be managed as 

stated within the privacy notice at the start of the survey. 

 

What is your sex? You are registered with a sex at birth, the only recognised options for 

sex in the UK are ‘female’ and ‘male’, which is why these are the only options to choose 

from. (Please select one option only). 

Yes No 
I prefer not 

to say 

   

 

In which of the following age bands do you fall? (Please select one option only) 

 

Under 16 
 

55-64 

 

16-24  
 

65-74 

 25-34  75+ 

 35-44  I prefer not to say 

 45-54   

 

What is your ethnic group? (Please select one option only) 

 

White – English / Welsh / Scottish / 
Northern Irish / British  

Black / Black British – Caribbeam  

 

White – Irish   
 

Any other Black / African / Caribbean 
background 
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 White – Gypsy or Irish Traveller  Asian / Asian British – Indian  

 White – Roma   Asian / Asian British – Pakistani  

 Any other White background  Asian / Asian British – Bangladeshi  

 Mixed – White and Black Caribbean  Asian / Asian British – Chinese  

 Mixed – White and Black African  Any other Asian background 

 Mixed – White and Asian  Other – Arab  

 
Any other mixed / multiple ethnic 
background  Any other ethnic background 

 Black / Black British - African  I prefer not to say 

 

Other, please state below: 

 
  

 

Do you have any physical or mental health conditions or illnesses lasting or expected 

to last 12 months or more? (Please select one option only) 

Yes No 
I prefer not 

to say 

   

 

In which area do you live? (Please select one option only) 

 

Cuxton and Halling 
 

Gillingham 

 

Hoo Peninsula  
 

Rainham 

 Strood  Elsewhere in Kent 

 Rochester  Elsewhere in the UK 

 Chatham  I prefer not to say 

 

What is the first part of your postcode? (E.g. ME2 or ME4). This will help us understand 

views in different areas. (Please write in the box below) 

 

Do you own a property in Medway? (Please select one option only) 

Yes No 
Don’t  
know 
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How long have you owned property in Medway? (Please select one option only) 

 

Less than one year 
 

6-10 years 

 

1-2 years  
 

10+ years 

 3-5 years   
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YOUR RESPONSE 

 

Thank you for completing the survey.  

Please press the submit button below to send us your views.  

After you press submit you will be taken to the Medway Council website. 
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Appendix 4 - Full written representations 

Safeagent 

 
 
 
MEDWAY COUNCIL’S SELECTIVE AND ADDITIONAL LICENSING PROPOSALS 
 
A RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION FROM SAFEAGENT – MAY 2026 
 
AN INTRODUCTION TO SAFEAGENT 
 
safeagent www.safeagents.co.uk is a UK wide, not for profit accreditation scheme for lettings and 
management agents operating in the Private Rented Sector (PRS)  
 
safeagent  firms are required to: 
 

• deliver defined standards of customer service 

• operate within strict client accounting standards 

• maintain a separate client bank account  

• be included under a Client Money Protection Scheme  
Firms must provide evidence that they continue to meet safeagent criteria on an annual basis, in 
order to retain their accreditation. The scheme includes 1700 firms, with over 2500 offices. 
 
safeagent is an accredited training provider under the Rent Smart Wales scheme and meets the 
requirements for training of agents under the Scottish Government Register. safeagent also 
operates a Government approved Client Money Protection Scheme. 
 
SAFEAGENT AND LICENSING 
 
safeagent is supportive of initiatives such as Selective and Additional Licensing, providing they are 
implemented in a way that takes account of the Private Rented Sector (PRS)’s own efforts to 
promote high standards.  
 
safeagent believes that positive engagement with voluntary schemes and the representative bodies 
of landlords and agents (such as safeagent) is essential to the success of initiatives such as 
Selective and Additional Licensing. We are mindful that the operational problems associated with 
lack of such engagement have been highlighted in the House of Commons Communities and Local 
Government Committee report “The Private Rented Sector  - First Report of Session 2013–14”  ( 
50.pdf (parliament.uk) 
 
The same note sets out how important it is for licensing schemes to avoid being burdensome. We 
believe that promoting voluntary schemes - and offering discounted licence fees to accredited 
landlords and agents, can help to achieve this. Voluntary schemes often require members to 
observe standards that are at least compatible with (and are often over and above) those of 
licensing schemes. We believe, therefore, that if Medway Council were to allow discounts based on 
membership of safeagent (as well as other similar bodies) implementing and policing the licensing 
scheme would ultimately be less costly and more effective, allowing resources to be concentrated in 
the areas where they are most needed. 

http://www.safeagents.co.uk/
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmcomloc/50/50.pdf
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This is a commonly accepted approach by many English Local Authorities. We would further point 
out that, in Wales, the Welsh Government has recently recognised the importance of membership of 
specified bodies such as safeagent and is offering discounted fees to members as a consequence 
https://www.rentsmart.gov.wales/en/ 

PROMOTING PROFESSIONALISM IN THE PRS - THE ROLE OF AGENTS 
 
safeagent’s engagement around the country, with various local authorities, suggests that lettings 
and management agents have a key role to play in making licensing, accreditation and other, often 
voluntary regulatory schemes work effectively. Agents tend to handle relatively large portfolios of 
properties, certainly when compared to small landlords. They tend, therefore, to be in a position to 
gain an understanding of licensing based on wider experience. They become expert in trouble 
shooting and ensuring that the balance of responsibilities between the agent and the landlord is 
clearly understood. This, amongst other things, can help to prevent non-compliance due to 
misunderstandings about local licensing arrangements. 
 
Since October 2014, it has been a requirement for all letting agents and property managers to belong 
to a government-approved redress scheme. In May 2015, new legislation required agents to display 
all relevant fees, the redress scheme they belong to and whether they belong to a client money 
protection scheme. On 1 April 2019, new legislation required letting agents and property managers 
that hold client money to be members of a government approved client money protection scheme.  
 
At safeagent we operate one of the six government approved Client Money Protection Schemes. 
safeagent ensures its members maintain defined service standards, have Client Money Protection 
arrangements in place, keep separate client accounts and comply with their legal obligation to be a 
member of a redress scheme. We also have an extensive online training offering to support their 
professional development. All this can be of assistance to councils who are trying to drive up 
standards in the PRS. 
 
To assist councils in regulating the private rented sector and effectively utilising their enforcement 
powers, we have developed an Effective Enforcement Toolkit. Originally published in June 2016, the 
second edition was published in 2018. The third and most recent edition of the safeagent Effective 
Enforcement Toolkit, developed in conjunction with London Trading Standards, was published in 
2021. It can be downloaded free of charge from our website: 
https://safeagents.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/safeagent-Effective-Enforcement-Toolkit-
2021.pdf 
 
MEDWAY COUNCIL’S PROPOSALS - SPECIFIC ISSUES 
 
Resourcing Enforcement 
 
Robust enforcement will be essential to the success of any licensing scheme. Tenants will need to be 
confident that any enforcement action required has been (or soon will be) carried out in respect of all 
licensed properties. Local Authorities should be resourced to take action against lettings agents who 
are not part of a Client Money Protection Scheme. They should also promote the role of the relevant 
redress schemes to tenants of agent managed properties, taking enforcement action where an agent 
is not a member. 
 
With the Renters’ Rights Act now coming in to force, we at safeagent are calling on the government 
to make sure that Local Authority enforcement is properly resourced. We also see it as essential that 
there is joined up thinking between local Trading Standards services and Private Sector Housing 
teams. Any new powers must be backed up by the human and technical resources required to 
implement them. Working in partnership with accrediting bodies and their members, it should then be 
possible to ensure standards across the whole of the PRS. 
 

https://www.rentsmart.gov.wales/en/
https://safeagents.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/safeagent-Effective-Enforcement-Toolkit-2021.pdf
https://safeagents.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/safeagent-Effective-Enforcement-Toolkit-2021.pdf
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Partnership Working with Lettings and Management Agents 
 
We would urge Medway Council to work closely with accredited lettings & management agents to 
ensure that the regulatory effort associated with the licensing schemes is focussed on the greatest 
risks. The highest priority should be tackling rogue landlords and agents. 
 
Many rogue landlords and unaccredited agents operate under the radar. Resources should, 
therefore, be directed towards these serious cases.  There is danger that too much time will be 
spent on those properties and landlords where an existing, reputable agent is best placed to ensure 
compliance with license conditions. 
 
We would urge the council to fully recognise the compliance work reputable agents carry out as part 
of their day to day activities. We would also suggest that the council work closely with accredited 
agents, to proactively seek out and identify unlicensed properties and to take action against bad 
landlords operating illegally or irresponsibly. 

Licensing Fees and Discounts 
 
We note the proposed fees of £840 (selective) and £1,600 (additional). These sums will place a 
considerable financial burden on landlords that, together with the cost of compliance, may result in a 
disincentive to continued investment in the PRS.  
 
However, we are pleased to not that there are licence fee discounts for accredited landlords and 
that Safeagent is listed as a recognised accreditation scheme. 
 
We agree that this is justified because safeagent members and the landlords who engage them are 
less likely to be non-compliant, thus reducing costs to the council. We would also suggest that 
safeagent membership mitigates the need for full compliance visits to be carried out by the council. 
For example, the timing and content of visits could be risk based, recognising that the risk of non-
compliance is much lower in the case of properties managed by safeagent agents. 
 
In line with the aims of this schemes, this incentive to engage a professional agent will help to 
increase the numbers of landlords who meet their legal responsibilities. This in turn will result in 
better managed properties and improved living conditions. 

In our detailed comments below, we point out some of the areas where compliance with key 
licencing conditions is an inherent part of the safeagent scheme. 

Applications made within the Designation Period and Changes in License Holder  
 
We understand that all licenses will be granted for up to five years. It should be clarified that any 
licenses granted during the designation period (including licenses granted following a change of 
license holder)  will remain valid when the designation is renewed or comes to an end. It should also 
be made clear that, if a designation comes to an end, inspections and resultant remedial actions 
should continue to be in operation until all licenses have expired. 
 
We have found that some local authorities charge the full license fee for periods of less than five 
years. In our view, that is neither fair nor reasonable.  A small number of authorities make pro-rata 
fee adjustments. This is arguably fair but seems unduly complex. 
 
Fee Waiver – Tackling Homelessness 
 
We would suggest  that, in cases where a private landlord is assisting the council by offering 
temporary or permanent accommodation to meet homelessness duties (or otherwise assist with 
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meeting the aims of a homelessness strategy) license applications should be accepted without any 
fee being payable. 
 
Empty Properties  
 
We believe that selective and licensing has the potential to help increase the number of empty 
homes to be brought back into use and improved to modern standards, thus improving their 
potential to be let. 
 
Lettings & management agents can assist with this. For example, many lettings & management 
agents will know of empty properties in their localities of operation. Furthermore, they will 
sometimes have detailed local knowledge and might be able to help the council to categorise the 
empty property appropriately (under 6 months, over 6 months, probate, exempt, second home etc) 
 
Agents will often be in contact with neighbours and may: 
 

• know if the empty property is causing problems (in some cases agents’ tenants and even the 

agents themselves may have complained) and 

 

• be able to help the council to find relevant contact details. This will help to raise the quality of the 

council’s data – and contribute to the prioritisation of actions. 

Furthermore, agents may be able to help to bring the property back into the PRS, working with the 
council  to allocate it to homeless people where appropriate. 
 
Selective and Additional Licensing and Article 4 
 
We welcome the fact that the council is taking a coherent approach to HMO regulation, by co-
ordinating their proposals for both additional licensing and the introduction of an Article 4 direction. 
However, we would make the following comments on Article 4 specifically. 
 
The Potential Impact of an Article 4 Direction 
 
We note that, if confirmed, this direction will require property owners to apply for planning permission 
before they change the use of the property from a family home to a small HMO for up to six people. 
This erects a significant barrier to the development of HMOs and may affect supply. 
 
We also note that, while considering planning permission applications, planning officers would look 
at whether an HMO is an appropriate development for the area. In our comments below, we argue 
that care should be taken to ensure that the Article 4 Direction does not restrict the availability of 
much needed affordable housing in the areas affected. 
 
Supply of Affordable Housing 
 
We are concerned that the Article 4 Direction may act as a disincentive to landlords wishing to 
invest in the supply of much needed affordable housing.   
 
Furthermore, an Article 4 Direction may cause difficulties and reduce flexibility in the wider housing 
market. At present, smaller houses and flats can alternate between HMO and single family use, 
according to market demand. Under an Article 4 Direction, changing from a single family let to an 
occupancy of at least three people in two households would necessitate planning permission, the 
need for which would be a disincentive to making the change. Conversely, landlords of small HMOs 
are also likely to reject single family tenants when a property is relet, as they would lose established 
HMO use. 
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It is clear, then, that the potential impact on supply goes far beyond just student accommodation. 
There is a wider population requiring low-cost accommodation, including welfare claimants, low-
income workers and vulnerable groups. 
 
We would point out that many low-income workers are on the front line of essential service 
provision. This includes lower pay grade NHS employees, ancillary workers employed by service 
providers to the public and private sectors and Care Home staff.  
 
The growth of the gig economy and zero-hours contracts has increased the risk of homelessness 
amongst some groups, notably the 20-34 year old age range. This demographic is likely to occupy 
the PRS and shared forms of housing such as HMOs.  
 
It is also likely that some single/ vulnerable people may be living in HMOs because the council have 
directed them there as part of their efforts to prevent homelessness. If implementing an Article 4 
Direction, it will be important to avoid a reduction in affordable housing supply for such groups.   
 
Demand is compounded by the fact that changes to the Local Housing Allowance have increased 
the number of people for whom a room in a shared house is the most (or only) affordable housing 
option (specifically, the under 35s) Wider changes to the benefits system – e.g. the introduction of 
Universal Credit – have increased the number of claimants in a vulnerable position financially. This 
group may seek out HMO accommodation as an affordable form of housing. The council needs to 
consider the possible negative impact of an Article 4 Direction on affordable housing supply for this 
demographic. 
 
A properly regulated PRS, which includes good quality HMOs,  is the key to meeting this need. 
Broad brush measures such as Article 4 Directions should be used with care – and any potential 
unintended consequences taken into account. 
 

Balanced Communities and Regeneration 
 
Positive impacts of HMO development can include reduced housing vacancy rates, support for local 
facilities and the provision of an affordable form of housing. For example, some of the local student 
population may choose to stay and work in the area after studying. This may be a factor creating 
ongoing demand for affordable private rented accommodation such as HMOs. The possible impact 
of an Article 4 Direction on supply should be carefully considered in this context. 
 
Indeed, concentrations of students can often have a beneficial effect on neighbourhoods (e.g. on 
night-time economy, culture, viability of facilities etc) The wider point here is that the impact of 
educational establishments in an area is broadly considered to be positive – but staff (including staff 
employed by suppliers of services) as well as students need HMO accommodation in significant 
numbers. In the absence of appropriate complementary measures, an Article 4 Direction may put this 
in jeopardy. 
 
 
 
LICENCE CONDITIONS 
 
Licence Conditions and Civil Penalties 
 
On 13 November 2025, the government issued statutory guidance on the updated civil financial 
penalty regime that came into force on 1 May 2025. The changes include significantly extending the 
list of relevant offences / breaches, increasing the maximum penalties from £30,000 to £40,000 for 
certain offences and new penalties of up to £7,000 for some breaches. 
 
The new statutory guidance can be found here: 
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-
other-housing-legislation/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-
legislation  
 
Like every local authority in England, Medway Council  must have had regard to this new guidance 
when setting civil financial penalty policies that will apply from 1 May 2026. In the context of 
licensing, this causes us some concerns, for instance: 
 

• Specifically, including breaches of licence conditions  in the list of offences (e.g. conditions 
relating to antisocial behaviour, waste and recycling, other HMO Fire and Amenity Standards 
etc.) would risk being unduly broad brush. In particular, arguments about “fault” in ASB cases 
can be very complex – and evidence tends not to be clear cut. In Medway’s proposed licensing 
schemes, there are many “small print” license conditions that could be problematic if considering 
the imposition of penalties for breaches 

 

• Do council officials have the capacity and competency to apply the legalistic 
sounding  “aggravating and mitigating factor” adjustments to penalties?  It sems to us that a 
lot of evidence gathering and quasi-judicial judgement will be involved in this – and that the 
numbers of associated disputes and appeals may increase. 
 

Below, we comment on the specifics of the licensing conditions. We would urge caution if Medway 
Council is considering the imposition of civil penalties in respect of breaches of any of them. 
 

Tenant Referencing 

We would be supportive of any requirement that references should be obtained for prospective 
tenants. 

Tenancy Management 

safeagent agents are expected provide and fill in a tenancy agreement on behalf of the landlord. they 
will always make sure the terms of the tenancy are fair and help the tenant to understand the 
agreement. 
 
They will always provide clear information to the tenant about any pre-tenancy payments and what 
these cover. They will explain any requirement for a guarantor and what the guarantor role entails. 
 
At the end of a tenancy, they will always serve the tenant with the correct period of notice as set out 
in the tenancy agreement. 
 
Under safeagent’s service standards, agents are required to take a deposit to protect against 
possible damage. They are required to explain the basis on which the deposit is being held and the 
purpose for which it is required, as well as to confirm the deposit protection arrangements. When 
joining safeagent, agents are asked to provide details of the number and value of the deposits they 
have registered with the scheme. 
 
Agents  are asked to authorise safeagent to contact the scheme to verify this information. 
 
During the course of a tenancy, safeagent agents will check the condition of the property and draw 
up a schedule to outline any deductions to be made from the tenant’s deposit. They will return the 
deposit in line with timescales and processes required by the statutory tenancy deposit schemes. 
safeagent agents are also required to: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation/civil-penalties-under-the-renters-rights-act-2025-and-other-housing-legislation
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• have a designated client account with the bank 

• operate to strictly defined Accounting Standards 

• be part of a mandatory Client Money Protection Scheme. 
 
These requirements provide additional security for client monies held, over and above the 
requirements of the council’s licensing scheme. Again, this is an area where increased safeagent 
membership would be of benefit to the council and local tenants. 
 
Licence Conditions Relating to the Property 
 
We welcome Medway Council’s drive to improve property standards. We believe that safeagent’s 
standards go a long way to ensuring compliance with license conditions.  
 
Under safeagent’s service standards, safeagent agents are expected to visit any property to be let 
with the landlord and advise on any action needed before letting the property. This includes any 
repairs and refurbishments needed to put it into a fit state for letting. They will also go with possible 
new tenants to view unoccupied property. Tenants can, therefore, be confident that safeagent 
agents have provided advice to the landlord concerning any repairs or refurbishments which are 
necessary. 
 
safeagent agents are expected to explain both the landlord’s and the tenant’s the rights and 
responsibilities. To guard against misunderstandings, they will arrange for the preparation of a 
schedule of the condition of the property. 

safeagent agents are required to ensure that tenants are provided with copies of safety certificates 
on gas and electrical appliances before they commit to the tenancy. They will provide details of the 
condition of the property, plus a list of its contents. The property will have undergone all required 
safety checks on furnishings, and gas and electrical services. 
 
Thereafter, safeagent’s standards require agents to carry out property inspections periodically, as 
agreed with the landlord, in line with normal good practice. safeagent and our firms would anticipate 
inspections to be carried out every 6 months as a minimum, to identify any problems relating to the 
condition and management of the property.  In line with common practice, records of such 
inspections would contain a log of who carried out the inspection, the date and time of inspection 
and issues found and action(s) taken. Under a licensing scheme, this information could be shared 
with the council in an appropriate format. 
 
Tenants will be fully aware of access arrangements. safeagent agents are expected to arrange, in 
advance, a time for access, in order to inspect the condition of the property in accordance with the 
tenancy agreement. safeagent agents will arrange to have routine maintenance work carried out, 
up to a limit agreed with the landlord. The agent will refer expenditure above that limit to the 
landlord. 

 
Training 
 
We would welcome any proposal that agents who are license holders should undergo training. 
 
Membership of safeagent means that agents already have access to an extensive training 
package, engagement with which should reduce the need for the local authority to intervene. 
Although not a condition of safeagent membership, safeagent offers short courses and 
qualifications in Lettings & Management at Levels 2 and 3 which are Ofqual recognised 
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safeagent offers training to those who have been involved in lettings and management for some time 
as well as those who are just starting out. Training is available for principals of firms as well as 
employees. Thus, safeagent’s Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) is designed to cater for a wide 
range of professional development needs. Training is easily accessible and can be undertaken when 
it suits the trainee. Any candidate completing the safeagent Foundation Lettings Course successfully 
also has the opportunity to use the designation 'safeagent qualified'. safeagent Foundation Lettings 
Course (Wales) is  recognised by Rent Smart Wales, the Welsh Government’s regulatory body, as 
meeting their requirements for agents to undergo training. 
 
One advantage of this approach is that it makes it easy to ascertain (through on-line monitoring) that 
participants have in fact undertaken the required training, prior to or immediately after accreditation. 
 
Modules available cover: 

• Pre-tenancy issues 
• Responsibilities and liabilities 
• Setting up a tenancy 
• During a tenancy 
• Ending a tenancy 
• General law concepts, statute vs contract 
• Relationships 
• Obligations 
• Process 
• Considerations for corporate tenants 
• Continuing Professional Development (CPD) 

In addition, safeagent provides mini online courses designed to cover a number of elements in 
more detail, as appropriate to the learner's role, include topics such as:  

 

Assured Shorthold Tenancies (ASTs) 

Client Money 

Consumer Protection Regulations (CPRs) 

Deposits 

Disrepair 

Electrical Appliances & Safety 

Gas Appliances & Safety 

Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) 

Housing, Health & Safety Rating System (HHSRS) 

Inventories and schedules of condition 

Joint Tenancies 

Notice Requiring Possession 

 
We would suggest that the discounted fees for safeagent agents will provide an incentive to 
positive engagement with training that is fully compatible with the requirements of the licensing 
schemes. 
 



 

 Medway Council Property Licensing Proposals – Consultation Report 127 

 

 

Anti-Social Behaviour 

For our members, dealing with actual and perceived anti-social behaviour in the PRS is a day to day 
activity. However, in general, we have concerns about the assumed link between the amount of PRS 
accommodation in the neighbourhood and the incidence of ASB. 

There may be some correlation between incidences of ASB and the prevalence of PRS 
accommodation on the area. However, correlation does not imply causation. The causes of ASB are 
many and varied. It is not, in our view, reasonable to expect agents and landlords to play a 
disproportionately large part in tackling them. 

Furthermore, we would strongly advise against any proposals which imply a parity of approach 
between the PRS and the social rented sector. Social landlords are publicly funded (and regulated) 
to develop and manage housing on a large scale. Their social purpose brings with it wider 
responsibilities for the communities in which they work. As private businesses, PRS landlords and 
their agents, whilst having clear responsibilities to manage their properties professionally cannot 
reasonably be expected to tackle wider social problems. 

Suitability of Licence Holder 

We would support any requirement that the proposed licence holder should be a ‘fit and proper’ 
person and that there are suitable management arrangements in place. We believe that this 
requirement highlights the importance of lettings and management agents belonging to recognised 
accrediting bodies like safeagent, who themselves apply a fit and proper person test. 
 
All principals, partners and directors of a safeagent firm are asked to make the following declaration 
on application: 
 
 – “I confirm that: for a period of 10 years prior to this application I have had no conviction for any 
criminal offence (excluding any motor offence not resulting in a custodial sentence) nor have I been 
guilty of conduct which would bring the Scheme or myself into disrepute; I am not an undischarged 
bankrupt nor is there any current arrangement or composition with my creditors; I am not nor have I 
been a director of a company which has within the period of 10 years prior to this application 
entered into liquidation whether compulsory or voluntary (save for the purpose of amalgamation or 
reconstruction of a solvent company) nor had a receiver appointed of its undertaking nor had an 
administration order made against it nor entered into an arrangement or composition with its 
creditors; nor have I at any time been disqualified from acting as a Director of a company nor 
subject to a warning or banning order from the Consumer Markets Authority or the Department for 
Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform. 

If I am subject to any current claim or am aware of any impending claim for professional negligence 
or loss of money or if I have been the subject of any investigation by the Consumer Markets 
Authority and/or local Trading Standards Office, full details of the circumstances are set out in a 
report enclosed with the application; all information provided by me in connection with this 
application is, to the best of my knowledge, correct” 
 
We believe this certification is broadly in line with the council’s licensing conditions and is another 
example of where promotion of safeagent membership through discounts will help to ensure 
compliance. 
 
Complaints 
 
All safeagent firms are required to have a written customer complaints procedure, available on 
request. Our guidance sets out how the first step for complainants is to ask the firm they are dealing 
with for a copy, which will outline the method by which they can seek to resolve any issues. 
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In line with statutory requirements, all safeagent members must also be members of a recognised 
redress scheme.  Firms are required, at the request of the complainant, to refer the complaint to a 
redress scheme once their in-house procedure has been exhausted. They are also required to 
comply with any award determined by the redress scheme, within the timescale prescribed. 

Under co-regulation schemes elsewhere in the UK, safeagent has undertaken to review any 
complaints that have been adjudicated upon by any of the redress schemes.  Under such an 
arrangement, safeagent can report to the council on the number of complaints reaching this stage 
and on the adjudications made. Non-compliance with a redress scheme’s adjudication would 
eventually lead to disqualification of the agent from safeagent. We would be happy to come to a 
similar arrangement with Medway Council. 
 
MEASURING THE SUCCESS OF THE SCHEME 
 
We believe that regular information on implementation of the scheme should be made available in a 
clear and consistent format. Reports to local landlord and agent forums, representative bodies and 
other stakeholders should include at minimum: 
 

• The estimated number of private rented properties that require licensing under the schemes 
 

• The number of applications received in respect of these properties 
 

• Progress in processing (granting, querying or refusing) the licence applications received 
 

• Analysis of the reasons for any queries or refusals and the extent to which remedial action is 
identified and taken as a result 

 

• Analysis of the outcomes of ongoing inspections and the extent to which remedial action is 
identified and taken as a result 

 

• Progress reports across the whole 5 year period covered by the scheme. 
 

This should help to enable the council to work in partnership with landlords, agents, representative 
bodies and other stakeholders to ensure the success of the scheme. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
It seems to us that many of the licencing requirements in the Medway Council schemes highlight 
how important it is for landlords to work with reputable agents such as safeagent members. 
Offering fee discounts to licence holders who work with a safeagent accredited agent will help to 
promote this. 
 
safeagent would welcome a collaborative approach with Medway Council, based on shared 
objectives.  We believe that agents who are members of a recognised body are more likely to 
embrace licensing and less likely to generate complaints to the council or breaches of their licence. 
Discounted fees for safeagent members should be a significant incentive to positive engagement 
by agents. In return, the Council would experience reduced administration and compliance costs. 
 
CONTACT DETAILS 
 
CONTACT DETAILS 
 
Safeagent 
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Eagle Tower 
Montpellier Drive 
Cheltenham GL50 1TA 
 
Tel: 01242 581712  
 
Email: info@safeagentcheme.co.uk 
 
 
APPENDIX 1 – COMPATIBILITY OF SAFEAGENT SERVICE STANDARDS WITH TYPICAL 
SCHEME CONDITIONS  

 

Example Scheme 
Conditions 
 

SAFEAGENT Service Standard Requirements 

Fees 
 

SAFEAGENT promotes complete transparency in agency 
fees. Members provide landlords with a statement of 
account as often as agreed. 
 

Rent Liabilities and 
Payments 
 

SAFEAGENT agents collect the rent and pass it on every 
month or as otherwise agreed. The agent will keep a 
separate clients' account to hold all monies. 
 
 

Contact Details 
 

SAFEAGENT agents are expected to respond to tenant 
and other legitimate enquiries in a timely manner. Up to 
date contact details will enable them to respond to 
tenants’ requests for maintenance or repairs which might 
in some cases have to be referred to the landlord for 
approval. 
 

State of Repair 
 

SAFEAGENT agents visit the property with landlords and 
advise on any action needed before letting the property. 
This includes any repairs and refurbishments needed to 
put it into a fit state for letting. They will also go with 
possible new tenants to view unoccupied property. 
Tenants can be confident that SAFEAGENT agents have 
provided advice to the landlord concerning any repairs or 
refurbishments which are necessary. 
 

Access and Possession 
arrangements 
 

SAFEAGENT agents will visit the property periodically 
during the course of the tenancy as often as agreed with 
the landlord. Tenants will be fully aware of access 
arrangements. At the end of a tenancy, they will always 
serve the tenant with the correct period of notice as set 
out in the tenancy agreement. 
 

Repairs and Maintenance 
 

SAFEAGENT agents will arrange to have routine 
maintenance work carried out, up to a limit agreed with 
the landlord. The agent will refer expenditure above that 
limit to the landlord. 
 

mailto:info@nalscheme.co.uk
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Example Scheme 
Conditions 
 

SAFEAGENT Service Standard Requirements 

Access, Cleaning and 
Maintenance of Common 
Parts 
 

SAFEAGENT agents will arrange in advance a time for 
access to the property in order to inspect the condition of 
the property in accordance with the tenancy agreement. 
 

Level of Facilities 
 

SAFEAGENT agents ensure that tenants are provided 
with copies of safety certificates on gas and electrical 
appliances before you commit to the tenancy. They 
provide details of the condition of the property, plus a list 
of its contents. The property will have undergone all 
required safety checks on furnishings, and gas and 
electrical services. 
 

Deposits 
 

SAFEAGENT agents provide and fill in a tenancy 
agreement and take a deposit to protect against possible 
damage. They will explain the basis on which it is being 
held and the purpose for which it is required. 
 

References SAFEAGENT agents choose a tenant in a way agreed 
with the landlord, taking up references or checking the 
tenant's rent payment record.  
 

Complaints & Dispute 
Handling 
 

SAFEAGENT agents explain both the landlord’s and the 
tenant’s the rights and responsibilities. To guard against 
misunderstandings, they will arrange for the preparation 
of a schedule of the condition of the property. 
During the tenancy, they will arrange to check the 
condition of the property and draw up a schedule to 
outline any deductions to be made from the tenant’s 
initial deposit. They will return the deposit as soon as 
possible, less any appropriate deductions. 
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NRLA 
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Propertymark 
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Appendix 5 – Letter of support 

Naushabah Khan Member of Parliament for Gillingham and Rainham  
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