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DASH Services 
 

A response to Boston Borough Council’s consultation paper on proposed licensing of 
all private rented housing across the Borough 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 

Introducing DASH Services  

 

DASH Services (Decent & Safe Homes) - is a joint-working initiative between Local 
Authorities, property owners, landlords and tenants. DASH delivers services aimed at 
improving housing conditions, with particular emphasis on the private rented sector. 

Hosted by Derby City Council, DASH has worked successfully across the East Midlands 
region and beyond since 2005, providing a valuable, low cost professional service to over 40 
Local Authorities. 

DASH aims to raise housing standards and deliver increased efficiency in services by: 

 raising awareness of the Housing Act 
 harmonising standards 

 providing professional development opportunities 

 facilitating landlord engagement. 

DASH is a leading provider of housing-related training and accreditation services and offers a 
one stop shop for individual Local Authorities to engage and work with the private rented 
sector. 

DASH Services manages the DASH Landlord Accreditation scheme (formally known as 

EMLAS) which boasts nearly 1000 members and is currently undertaking a proactive  

marketing campaign on behalf of the 7 Lincolnshire local authorities to boost membership. 

 

Responding to Boston Borough Council’s proposals 

In responding to these proposals, we have surveyed our contacts who operate in the Boston area. The 
survey we carried out enabled respondents to comment in full on the proposals, rather than just 
answer “yes” or “no” to questions. We also accepted additional comments by email. 

Respondents were encouraged to complete Boston Borough Council’s own consultation questionnaire. 
Although our questions were not identical to Boston’s, they covered broadly similar areas. We have, for 
ease of reference, used the council’s headings in summarising responses. 

 

http://www.derby.gov.uk/housing/private-housing/decent-and-safe-homes-accreditation/


 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 

Thinking about your local area, do you think there are issues with anti-social 
behaviour? 
 

On the whole, respondents did not recognise the picture of Boston painted in the consultation 
paper. Whilst some had dealt with (sometimes serious) instances of Anti-Social Behaviour 

(ASB) these had largely been one off cases associated with bad tenants who had slipped 
through the referencing net, or with bad neighbours. They did not see the issues that arise in 
the Private Rented Sector (PRS) as contributing to any wider social trend affecting Boston. 

Indeed, some thought that, in the paper, “town centre” and other general social problems were 
being incorrectly associated with the PRS. 

In effect, the issue highlighted was one of causation. Some respondents pointed out that ASB 
is primarily caused by external factors such as joblessness and cuts to the budgets of local 
councils, the Police and other agencies. Perpetrators may happen to be PRS tenants, but 

there is no clear causal link between their form of tenure and any tendency towards ASB. 
Respondents saw no clear link between the number of migrants in Boston and ASB, except in 

so much that a rise in population can cause services (including those focused on ASB) to 
become over-stretched. This could be tackled by fairer government funding that recognises 
population growth.  

It appears that, in developing local policy, there needs to be a distinction made between ASB 
in general (which has complex causes and may be perpetrated anywhere) and specific 
property and tenancy related problems. To put it simply, persistent noise nuisance coming 

from a rented house is a landlord issue. Individuals who happen to be PRS tenants causing 
nuisance in the town centre is not. 

Respondents doubted the “strong correlation” cited in the paper, between the PRS and ASB, 
arguing that home owners and other tenants could be equally anti-social. Many of the 
problems being attributed to the PRS were, it seemed to respondents, a matter of negative 

perceptions rather than verifiable facts.  
 

If “Yes” what sort of anti-social behaviour problems are they? 

 
Much of the tenancy and property related ASB dealt with was perceived by landlords as 

related to drug and alcohol misuse.  Substance misuse was reported as the underlying cause 
of noise, aggressive behaviour towards neighbours, the poor state of the property etc. Clearly, 

local health and social services have the lead responsibility for tackling drug and alcohol 
misuse, which in turn might result in reduced levels of ASB. 
However, it should be noted that ASB was not reported as being particularly prevalent (or 

“significant and persistent” to use the statutory terminology) When it did arise, landlords 
tended to deal with it as part of their day to day housing management function. A theme in 

many of the responses was that landlords already had the ability to deal with ASB and that it 
was only bad landlords who refused to do so. Support from other agencies in dealing with 
ASB would be more helpful than trying to shift more social responsibility on to landlords by 

way of licensing. 
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Do you think private sector landlords should do more to combat any anti-social 
behaviour caused by tenants in their properties? 

 
Despite their scepticism as to the causal links between the PRS and ASB in Boston generally, 

landlords did fully recognise their responsibilities regarding their own properties and tenants. 
Some gave examples of how they had taken firm action against tenants who had perpetrated 
ASB. Others had helped tenants tackle the ASB of neighbours. Again, the general tone was 

that landlords are already empowered to take action regarding issues affecting their properties 
and the immediate environment. One respondent already had a “no ASB” clause in their 

tenancy agreements and others called for this to be the norm. 
There was, therefore, little enthusiasm for widening the scope of private landlord 
responsibilities through licensing, to embrace issues that should be dealt with by other 

agencies. Private landlords are, after all, quite different to publically funded social landlords, 
who tend to have wider charitable and social aims. There was no support for the implicit 

suggestion in the consultation paper, that the PRS needed “processes” to deal with ASB 
similar to those in the social sector. 
It was notable that respondents generally had not had good experiences when trying to 

engage with the council, the Police and other agencies in attempting to tackle ASB. 
Furthermore, they were sceptical about the “support” to be offered under the licensing 

scheme. To an extent, they saw the proposals as an attempt to foist some of these agencies’ 
responsibilities on to landlords. If other agencies did their jobs properly, ASB could be 
reduced. There is no need to burden landlords with this function. 
 
How would you rate landlord/letting agents in Boston for managing their properties 

responsibly and effectively? 
 

A common theme was that many landlords could be rated very highly in this regard. However, 

there were two main types of landlords perceived as tending to cause problems: 
 
 Unprofessional landlords – these could be well meaning but very amateurish. They might be in it 

for the short term, or be hoping to make easy money, without realising that substantial investment 

and high standards of management are required; 

 

 Rogue landlords – a small number of landlords wilfully neglect properties and treat tenants very 

badly. They may well house anyone who can pay regardless and fail to implement even the basics 

of housing management. 

There was a view that action should be primarily focused on the second group – the very 
worst landlords. Licensing was seen as unlikely to achieve this focus because: 
 
 too much effort would have to go in to the administrative process of licensing landlords, most of 

whom operated to a good standard already and 

 

 many rogue landlords would, in any case, fall through the net. 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 

 
 

There was a view that rogue landlords would always evade any licensing scheme and that 

“hands on” enforcement was the only way to tackle them. 
 

Do you believe there are repair issues with dwellings in the private rented sector? 

 

Some respondents thought that repair issues were no more problematic than in the owner 
occupied sector. The point was made that, if nearly one third of private rented housing in 
Boston was built pre 1919, then the same would go for a lot of owner occupied homes. There 

is much housing in Boston where it is simply not possible to bring houses up to a “modern” 
standard. So, there was concern that a licensing scheme would raise expectations to 

unreasonable levels. Instead, the council should be realistic about what could be achieved in 
older properties. 
There was, however, recognition among respondents that poor property condition could be an 

issue in the PRS, mainly associated with the two problem groups of landlords identified above. 
Some agreed it is important that the outward appearance of properties was good, as this 

affected the neighbourhood and the tenant’s sense of pride in the property. Others doubted 
the feasibility of defining common standards of outward appearance. 
Some respondents saw a role for licensing in ensuring compliance with basic requirements 

such as safety certificates and insurance. Most, however, saw accreditation schemes as more 
effective in this regard. 
 
Bearing in mind that for many people the private rented sector is the only housing they 
will be able to access, do you think the Council should endeavour to improve standards 

in the sector? 

 

A minority of respondents, who were supportive of licensing in principle, thought standards 
could be improved by such a scheme. Some favoured extension of licensing to smaller HMOs 
only. However, the majority view was that the PRS should be “left to get on with it”. Most saw 

self-regulation, including schemes such as landlord accreditation, as preferable to licensing 
run by the council. Where the council could play a role would be in robust enforcement 

targeted against the worst landlords.  
 
The overwhelming majority of respondents preferred a model where: 

 
 Council activity was focussed on enforcement (e.g. “banning bad landlords” to quote one response) 

 Industry schemes such as DASH Landlord Accreditation (formally known as EMLAS) provided a 

framework for accreditation, which could be supported and promoted in partnership with the council 

 The council supported and promoted other industry led initiatives, such as those which encourage 

landlords and agents to use professional tenant referencing firms. 

There was a view that the council has sufficient statutory powers already. What is needed is 

more inter departmental co-operation to identify and take action against problem landlords. 
The council is not prosecuting ‘rogue landlords’ now and nothing in the new proposals 

suggests they will do so in future. Rogue landlords are unlikely to bother with a licence 
anyway. 
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So, there was little support for endeavours such as the licensing scheme proposed. Instead, 
councils should focus on enforcement and helping industry-led good practice initiatives to 
flourish.  
 
Do you agree that the evidence base produced by the Council supports the case for the 

introduction of a discretionary licensing scheme? If No, please state why  
Respondents questioned several aspects of the evidence base, as follows: 

 
 The 2009/10 survey that suggests over 25% houses in Boston have serious category 1 hazards - 

on what basis was that figure determined? 

 The complaints figures shown do not seem excessive for a town with 4600 rented properties. Are 

there any comparative figures from other authorities so that this can be judged? 

 How many of the disrepair/overcrowding/HMO complaints were justified and/or actually upheld by 

the Council? 

 What are the processes/timescales currently in place to contact the landlord as and when the 

council receives complaints in the PRS? 

 What are the crime figures for Boston compared to other large towns? Boston will have a higher 

average crime rate than the whole of Lincolnshire because most of Lincolnshire is a rural area. So 

the county is not a good comparator. 

Looking at the proposed licence conditions (see pages 15 to 19 of the consultation 

document), do you think they are reasonable. 
 

Most of the conditions listed at pages 15 to 19 of the consultation document were seen as 
good practice points that were observed by the better landlords already. Respondents saw no 
need to implement a licensing scheme to promote them. 

Some specific items were, however, seen as problematic: 
 
 The requirement to engage a local lettings and management agent if the landlord does not live 

nearby could prove onerous. Many lettings agents deal with large geographical areas and do not 

have offices in every locality. It should be open to landlords to use these agents, who provide local 

services using mobile staff and contractors. However, it would not seem appropriate or feasible for 

Boston Council to license properties through a large agent based outside of Boston. Certainly, 

there would be a higher cost of licensing passed on to landlords if this was imposed; 

 

 What personal financial information will a landlord have to give to prove that funding is available for 

repairs? How will the council determine what funding arrangements are sufficient on a case to case 

basis? 

 

 How will overcrowding be policed? 

 

 Even the most comprehensive references cannot report on the behaviour of tenants, unless a 

specific property or tenancy related issue has arisen with their previous landlord. The council 

should support industry initiatives to promote thorough referencing, not seek to stipulate specific 

referencing checks of their own; 

 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 Migrant workers often cannot provide references or indeed a full deposit on entering Boston. 

However, there is a great need for accommodation for them. A landlord should be able to take a 

calculated business risk when housing migrant workers. But if landlords cannot let without a certain 

type of reference under the licence scheme, they will be unable to offer accommodation. 

One respondent thought the council should be working amicably with responsible private 
landlords willing to take the risk on migrant workers as tenants, rather than making it more 
difficult for them to do so. 

  
Would you suggest any amendments? 

 
The general tone of responses was that the scheme needed a complete re-think rather than 
amendment. Most respondents favoured a model where: 

 
 Council activity was focussed on enforcement against problem landlords 

 Industry schemes such as DASH Landlord Accreditation were supported to provide a framework for 

accreditation 

 The council supported and promoted other industry led initiatives that promote good practice. 

Looking at the proposed fee structure of £490 for a 5 year licence for a single 
household property (equivalent to £1.90 per week) and £800 for an HMO (equivalent to 

£3.08 a week), do you think the proposed charges are reasonable?  

 

Most respondents did not support the idea of a licence fee. The general view was that it would 
be a financial burden, especially for small landlords. The cost of the license, along with the red 
tape, would be a disincentive to investment in the PRS. It would be seen as particularly 

burdensome by those landlords who had no confidence in the licensing scheme, most of 
whom operated to a good standard anyway. In effect, it would offer landlords little value for 

money and would run the risk of alienating the good ones. 
Respondents also criticised the fact that the fee is payable up front for 5 years whether the 
landlord wants to let their properties for 5 years or not. 

A minority of those who were supportive of licensing saw the fee as reasonable. Others felt it 
should be a free scheme. 
 
Overall, do you agree that Boston Borough Council should introduce a selective and 
additional licensing scheme for all privately rented dwellings within the Borough of 

Boston to improve the management of the sector, address serious disrepair and help 
tackle anti-social behaviour? 

 
In short, the majority of respondents would answer “no” to this question. Points made 
included: 
 There is no evidence that the proposed license fee will be used in specific ways to reduce ASB 

 The evidence and argument for licensing lacks depth and substance  

 The whole scheme will be vulnerable to judicial review, if implemented 

 The scheme has no regard for the specific practicalities of the foreign rental market in Boston 

 There had been insufficient consultation on the scheme.  
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There was a view that, under the proposed scheme, landlords will be forced to operate under 

the constant threat of fines or licence revocation. The onus will be put on the landlord`s to 
challenge the Council̀ s actions in administering an individual licence rather than the Council 

to justify its demands on the landlord. This could have a very negative impact on the PRS in 
Boston, when what is needed is increased investment in the sector. 
 
 
 

 

 


