
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Decent and Safe Homes – DASH Landlord Accreditation  

 

A response to Northampton Borough Council’s consultation paper on proposed additional licensing of 

Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Introducing DASH Services  

 

Decent and Safe Homes - DASH Services - 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 in particular the DASH Landlord Accreditation 

scheme 

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. 

Northampton Borough Council subscribes annually to DASH Services and the two have worked 

together since 2005. 

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. 

Responding to Northampton Borough Council’s proposals 

In responding to these proposals, we have surveyed our contacts that operate in the Northampton 

area with particular emphasis on members of DASH Landlord Accreditation. 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 Northampton Borough Council’s own consultation 

questionnaire. Although our questions were not identical to Northampton’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 

How would you best describe your interest on this matter? 

Our survey was completed by 38 landlords. These landlords ranged from those with single properties to 

others with large portfolios. Property and tenant types were also diverse, with some specialising in 

student accommodation. 

Only a small number were supportive of the council’s proposals taken as a whole. The vast majority 

were opposed to the scheme in principle. Overarching comments made about the scheme included 

the following: 

 Northampton Borough Council have failed to justify the scheme or commission an external 

consultant to investigate if there is any need for it 

 

 The consultation questions are very limited, suggesting the proposals are a “done deal” 

 

 The licensing and compliance costs associated with the scheme will be a financial burden that will 

cause an increase in rents 

 

 Looking at their track record on similar functions, Northampton Borough Council do not have the 

capacity or competencies to operate such a scheme efficiently and effectively 

 

 Lessons should be learnt from larger councils, such as Bournemouth and Westminster, who have 

rejected such a scheme 

 

 If they were properly exercised, existing legal and regulatory powers would render the proposed 

additional licensing scheme unnecessary  

 

 Licencing will simply encourage more rogue landlords to go underground. 

In summary, the overwhelming majority of respondents were critical of the scheme. The general view 

was that, as an alternative to the proposed licensing, the council should first target rogue landlords 

through enforcement and then support a robust accreditation scheme. 

 

Do you agree that the introduction of fire precaution measures associated with the adoption of 

additional licensing in two storey houses in multiple occupation would significantly help to improve 

safety? 

The comments made showed that the vast majority of those responding to the survey took the issue of 

fire safety very seriously. However, under 1/5th of respondents were supportive of the licensing proposals 

as a means of achieving fire safety. 

The rest of the responses fell into two main categories: 

 Those who just replied “no” 

 

 Those who made more detailed comments. 

Most of the comments suggested that existing regulations were quite adequate to ensure fire safety.  

The current regime of council and Fire Service inspections ensures that standards can be raised without 

the need for additional licencing. Existing council powers were seen as sufficient. Instead of licensing, 

enforcement should be prioritised, focussed on those landlords who are wilfully non-compliant, not on 

the law abiding majority. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Do you agree that the additional licensing proposed would help reduce anti-social behaviour 

(including noise, putting too many refuse bags out, blocking up parking spaces, etc.) in areas with 2 

storeys and/or smaller houses in multiple occupation?  

 

Many more respondents answered “no” to this question than “yes”.  

Of those responding in detail, several had not had to deal with any ASB perpetrated by or against their 

tenants. Others had dealt with issues such as complaints from neighbours about noise, complaints 

about bins left out, the playing of football in front of houses, breaking of windows and the throwing of 

rubbish into front gardens. 

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. 

For example, in student accommodation, nuisance arising from first term weekend parties had been 

identified as a common problem and dealt with. The incidents were investigated and the students 

were duly warned for their behaviour. No further complaints were reported. Warning letters had 

sufficed. 

In another instance, a respondent described how they had management plans in place regarding 

ASB. Such plans could, in their view, be promoted through accreditation. The general feeling was that 

landlords are already empowered to take action regarding issues affecting their properties and the 

immediate environment. Management plans and “no ASB” clauses in tenancy agreements could be 

promoted as the norm. 

A small but vocal number of the responses were vociferously against the idea of landlords being able 

to “police” or manage ASB at all.  In some respondents’ view, ASB is not a landlord issue. However, the 

majority saw property and tenancy related ASB as an issue for landlords. Wider neighbourhood and 

town centre problems were seen as a separate issue.  

Respondents did not see how the private rented sector could be “blamed” for ASB. Some pointed out 

that, in their view, most ASB was in fact perpetrated by: 

 

 Home Owners, and/or 

 

 Council tenants. 

Some specific instances of ASB by council tenants were identified, including wrecking of parked cars, 

arson, noisy and damaging 'street-football', loud foul language and doorstep drinking.  

Another theme was the behaviour of tenants referred to private landlords by the council. Some 

respondents felt that those referred were not “tenancy ready” and did not get enough support to 

manage their tenancies. When things inevitably went wrong, the council were not supportive in taking 

firm action. There were, therefore, calls for the council to “get its own house in order”- and take more 

responsibility for the tenants they refer to the private sector. 

Some respondents doubted the “causal link” between ASB and the private rented sector implied in the 

consultation paper. It was noted that the areas with high density of HMOs are also densely populated 

in general. The general demographics would affect issues such as refuse, littering and ASB, more so 

than the prevalence of HMOs. 

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.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

This proposal for the designation of an area for additional licensing is based on the Borough Council’s 

current intelligence regarding the location and density of HMOs in its area. The Borough Council may 

consider other areas in the future and is inviting respondents to suggest future areas for its 

consideration. If you are aware of HMOs not covered within the currently proposed boundaries and or 

other areas suffering decline due to the poor management of HMOs please use the box below to tell us 

about these. You may indicate individual addresses or general areas and all information will be used in 

strictest confidence. 

 

There was no clear consensus on this issue. Some respondents thought the proposed area was the right 

one. Other comments made included: 

 

 The proposed area is too large – the scheme should be more focussed. This comment tended to be 

made by those who favoured targeted action against the worst landlords 

 

 If the scheme is such a good idea, it should cover the whole of the town. 

  

Specific comments were made about the university’s plans (mentioned in the consultation paper) to 

move campus and how this might mean that the pattern of HMO locations could change after the 

scheme was introduced.  

 

How would the introduction of the proposed additional licensing affect you? Please include any issues, 

concerns or suggestions that you think we should consider before making a decision 

 

Cost 

There were mixed views about the proposed fee with a small number of respondents seeing it as 

reasonable. 

A somewhat larger number thought the scheme should be free or carry only a nominal charge. The 

point was made that the fee would add up to a substantial burden if a landlord had, say, 10 properties 

in management. 

There were concerns also about the “cost of compliance”. Respondents felt that the council should 

understand the costs involved and offer landlords assistance with the costs and practicalities of 

complying. 

 

Alternative Approaches 

A large number or respondents favoured an alternative approach whereby resources would be 

focussed on enforcement against the 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 all HMO 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. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

There was a view that poor conditions are more likely to exist in HMO's "below the radar" and that this 

would remain the case even if licensing is introduced. A far better approach would be to promote 

good standards of management through a robust Accreditation Scheme. Under such a scheme, 

landlords would be likely to offer themselves voluntarily for accreditation as a marketing tool. Licensing, 

on the other hand, would be a” far too big a hammer to crack this nut” 

So, to complement focussed action against rogue landlords, many respondents favoured an 

accreditation scheme. The new DASH scheme was cited as an example of an approach that would 

ensure landlords complied with regulations. Some respondents thought a combination of an improved 

landlord accreditation scheme and additional licensing for HMOs would be effective. 

The point was made that most of the proposal’s objectives could be addressed by an accreditation 

scheme.  One respondent thought NBC should offer funding to DASH, to run a robust scheme and 

regular courses. Even the fire safety objectives of the proposed scheme could be better achieved 

through accreditation. 

A good accreditation scheme would need to be backed by finance for regular courses. Re-instating 

regular meetings between NBC and landlords and revival of the old Bedsit News (which briefly became 

"Open Doors") could also be a good idea. 

There was also some support for “good landlord awards'' and a ''Northampton HMO quality standard'' 

which would be a good incentive for landlords to keep their homes in good order. 

 

Collaborative Working  

Many respondents wanted to see NHC, landlords and other agencies working together in a spirit of 

partnership. 

There were several calls for more genuine collaborative working between the council and the private 

rented sector. Creative thinking is needed – for example, the high density of HMO's within Northampton 

should be expected and encouraged. Students and migrant workers bring money into the area. 

Anything that demonises or discourages investment in HMOs should be avoided 

Some respondents thought the council should be working with the local education establishments to 

bring their accreditation plans for student accommodation into line. More joined up thinking was 

needed, to avoid impractical measures such as the lack of parking at the university site at Riverside, 

which will cause clogging of roads around Far Cotton. 

Landlords are willing to take homeless referrals if the council is there to help ensure they are sustainable. 

But since the Council removed the option of paying for unoccupied properties when they are unable 

to place tenants in them, more landlords are being tempted to take a “no DHSS (sic)” approach. 

 

Other Concerns 

There were a number of other concerns raised about the proposal: 

 Some respondents thought the council should take into consideration the different categories of 

landlords with properties in their Borough. There are single property landlords and landlords with a 

portfolio. Any proposals should take this into consideration 

 

 Several respondents doubted the Council’s administrative capacity or competence. There was a 

view that existing mandatory HMO licensing had not been managed efficiently and effectively. 

Likewise, the inability of the council to run the Northampton Student Accreditation Scheme was 

cited 

 

 There was a view that more, not less, rented accommodation is needed in Northampton. But, taken 

together with other economic factors such as Housing Benefit restrictions, the proposed scheme 

would be a disincentive to investment in Northampton’s private rented sector. Furthermore, rents 

will have to rise to cover the cost of licensing and compliance. 

In one or two cases, respondents said the scheme would drive them out of Northampton.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The overwhelming majority of respondents preferred a model where: 

 Council activity was focussed on enforcement aimed at the worst landlords 

 

 Good management practice is promoted via schemes such as DASH landlord Accreditation 

(formally known as EMLAS) 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. 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.  

 

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 


