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PROPOSED FAIR RENTS (SCOTLAND) BILL – PAULINE MCNEILL MSP 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 
 
This document summarises and analyses the responses to a consultation 
exercise carried out on the above proposal.   
 
The background to the proposal is set out in section 1, while section 2 gives an 
overview of the results.  A detailed analysis of the responses to the consultation 
questions is given in section 3.  These three sections have been prepared by 
the Scottish Parliament’s Non-Government Bills Unit (NGBU). Section 4 has 
been prepared by Pauline McNeill MSP and includes her commentary on the 
results of the consultation.   
 
Where respondents have requested that certain information be treated as “not 
for publication”, or that the response remain anonymous, these requests have 
been respected in this summary. 
 
In some places, the summary includes quantitative data about responses, 
including numbers and proportions of respondents who have indicated support 
for, or opposition to, the proposal (or particular aspects of it).  In interpreting this 
data, it should be borne in mind that respondents are self-selecting, and it 
should not be assumed that their individual or collective views are 
representative of wider stakeholder or public opinion.  The principal aim of the 
document is to identify the main points made by respondents, giving weight in 
particular to those supported by arguments and evidence and those from 
respondents with relevant experience and expertise.  A consultation is not an 
opinion poll, and the best arguments may not be those that obtain majority 
support.  
 
Copies of the individual, public responses are available on the following 
website: http://www.paulinemcneillmsp.scot/prsr/. Where these are referenced 
in the summary, they have been numbered for ease of reference, with an index 
number as it appears on the member’s website, followed by the identity number 
generated by “Smart Survey” (an online survey which allows responses to be 
completed and submitted online). 
 
 
 

http://www.paulinemcneillmsp.scot/prsr/


2 

SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Pauline McNeill’s draft proposal, lodged on 14 May 2019, was for a Bill to: 
 

protect private sector tenants by introducing measures to limit rent 
increases and to increase the availability of information about rent 
levels.  
 

The proposal was accompanied by a consultation document, prepared with the 
assistance of NGBU.  This document was published on the Parliament’s 
website, from where it remains accessible:  
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/12419.aspx 
  
The consultation period ran from 14 May to 8 August 2019 (extended from 6 
August).  
 
The member has advised that the consultation document was sent to a wide 
range of relevant stakeholder groups, including local authorities, organisations 
and agencies with a housing interest (such as Shelter Scotland, Crisis, the 
Scottish Association of Landlords, Citylets, Scottish Land and Estates, the 
Scottish Property Federation, Scottish Federation of Housing Associations, and 
Citizens Advice Scotland), and a number of equalities organisations.   
 
The member held pre-consultation meetings with academics who are 
specialists in housing, in particular the private rented sector.  Meetings were 
also held with relevant third sector organisations, such as Shelter.  In addition, 
she attended a conference specifically on the private rented sector in Scotland.  
 
The consultation was also promoted on various social media platforms by both 
the member and the Scottish Labour Party, and press releases were issued to 
highlight its existence. The consultation was formally launched at Govan Law 
Centre in Glasgow on 15 May 2019, with press in attendance.  
 
The consultation exercise was run by Pauline McNeill’s parliamentary office. 
 
The consultation process is part of the procedure that MSPs must follow in 
order to obtain the right to introduce a Member’s Bill.  Further information about 
the procedure can be found in the Parliament’s standing orders (see Rule 9.14) 
and in the Guidance on Public Bills, both of which are available on the 
Parliament’s website: 
 

• Standing orders (Chapter 9): 
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx  

• Guidance (Part 3): 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/25690.aspx  

  

https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/12419.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/25690.aspx
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SECTION 2: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES 
 
In total, 98 responses were received, the vast majority via “Smart Survey” (an 
online survey which allows responses to be completed and submitted online).  
Only seven responses were received in other formats (direct to the member via 
email or in hard copy). 
 
There were 38 (39%) responses from organisations and 60 (61%) from 
individuals. 
 
There were 35 (36%) anonymous submissions and 9 (9%) were marked “not 
for publication”. 
 
The responses can be categorised as follows: 
 
Organisations 

• Six (16%) from local authorities (Aberdeenshire Council, Comhairle nan 
Eilean Siar, East Lothian Council, Glasgow City Council, South Ayrshire 
Council and West Lothian Council); 

• Sixteen (42%) from commercial organisations (Clyde Property, 
Dowbrae Property Consultancy, DRM Residential Property Letting and 
Management Ltd, LSL Property Services plc, Rettie & Co, Savills UK 
Limited, Scotlet Ltd, Simply Let, Sintic Developments, and Spiers 
Gumley Residential Letting Ltd). Three anonymous responses and 
three not-for-publication responses were also received from commercial 
organisations); 

• Six (16%) from representative organisations (Historic Houses Scotland, 
Living Rent, Scottish Association of Landlords, Scottish Land and 
Estates, the Scottish Property Federation, and UK Finance); and 

• Ten (26%) from third-sector organisations (Children in Scotland, 
Citizens Advice Scotland, Common Weal Dundee, Crisis, deafscotland, 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Scottish Federation of Housing 
Associations, Scottish Women’s Convention, Shelter Scotland and the 
Child Poverty Action Group). 
 

Individuals 

• One (1%) politician;  

• Twelve (20%) from professionals with relevant experience in the field; 
and 

• Forty-seven (79%) from private individuals (members of the public) 
. 

Key strands of the proposal 
 
An analysis of each of the proposal’s key measures is set out in Section 3; 
some of the key points are highlighted below.   
 
In relation to the first element of the proposed Bill, to cap private sector rent 
increases annually across Scotland at one percentage point above inflation 
(measured according the CPI index), 40% of respondents were in favour and 
54% were opposed.  
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Supportive responses emphasised that, by limiting significant increases, this 
would benefit the more vulnerable tenants in the private rented sector, for whom 
affordability was a significant issue.  It should also introduce a degree of 
consistency regarding increases in rent levels across Scotland.  
 
There was also a significant degree of opposition to the measure, however, with 
a range of arguments cited, including that: 

• Inflation was not an appropriate benchmark; 

• Previous experience of rent control had not been a success; 

• Such an approach could result in a lack of investment by landlords and 
a shortage of supply of tenancies; 

• A national approach was not appropriate, as local areas had different 
rent pressures; 

• There was already legislation in place to limit rent increases. 
 
In terms of the second proposed measure, that, when tenants appeal their rent, 
rent officers and the First-tier Tribunal would be able to either lower or maintain 
the rent but not increase the rent, 39% of those responding supported the 
measure while 52% were opposed.  Arguments in favour included that the 
procedure would provide more equality between landlord and tenant and 
reduce levels of concern about the possible consequences of appealing.  
Opponents argued that the Tribunal should be fair to all parties, and that the 
proposal might encourage speculative claims or have a negative impact on 
landlord/tenant relationships. 
 
Regarding the proposed expansion of the landlord registration scheme so that 
landlords must input the rent that they charge when they register, and update 
the system when the rent changes, there were similar levels of support and 
opposition (44% and 49% respectively).  Arguments for the measure included 
that improved data would allow more effective analysis of rent levels and 
solutions, improve recording of rental values of equivalent tenancies and 
increase transparency.  Those opposed felt that the funding of such a scheme 
could have cost implications, data protection issues might arise, it would be 
difficult to enforce and market data already existed. 
 
On the question of whether it should be made easier for a local authority to 
apply to create a Rent Pressure Zone (RPZ), as a means of tackling the 
problem of rents rising significantly faster than inflation, the levels of support 
and opposition again were similar, with 39% in favour and 42% opposed.  
Although local authorities had had the power to establish RPZs for some time, 
none had done so, and respondents attributed this to the requirements 
regarding evidence gathering and data in order to apply being overly onerous 
and complex.  
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
 
This section sets out an overview of responses to each question in the 
consultation document. 
 

Question 1: Which of the following best expresses your view of capping 
private sector rent increases annually across Scotland at one percentage 
point above inflation (measured according to the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI))? 

 

 
 
Of the 97 responses received to this question, 20 (21%) were fully supportive, 
18 (19%) were partially supportive, five (5%) were neutral in their view, 13 
(13%) were partially opposed, 40 (41%) were fully opposed, and one (1%) was 
unsure.  
 
Arguments in support of capping private sector rent increases 
 
Impact of increases on vulnerable tenants 
 
A common argument in favour of capping private sector rent increases was that 
above-inflation increases have a disproportionate impact on those in poverty 
and deprivation: 
 

• East Lothian Council (68, ID: 123777489) referred to the annual 
increase in private sector rents which meant that such housing was 
becoming unaffordable for those in receipt of benefits and on low 
incomes. The view was expressed that “the sector now caters for a 
percentage of the population who are retired, with little to no income and 
also individuals with disabilities and health problems. Capping rents will 
ensure that rents do not continue to rise above what local people can 
afford”. 
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• Common Weal Dundee (74, ID: 123832326) was aware that 26% of 
households in Dundee were living in private rented accommodation, and 
felt that: “the current arrangements are certainly not fair for those who 
are renting. To allow unregulated rent hikes whilst inflation increases, 
and people in the lowest decile find themselves spending 57% of their 
income on housing, is clearly unjust. Capping rent increases is a good 
way to start reform of the system”. 

 

• Current increases above the rate of inflation made it difficult for, for 
example, students and young families to rent properties, with the 
possibility of this leading to lack of savings to own a property or forcing 
younger people to live with parents for longer due to financial constraints 
(Isabelle Tiddy, 34, ID: 119604654). 
 

• One anonymous respondent drew attention to the situation in Edinburgh 
saying that “There is … a severe housing shortage in the rental market 
in Edinburgh, meaning rents can skyrocket as demand goes up while 
supply, due to the prevalence of short term lets, holiday lets, and 
expensive but poor quality housing [make] the market a captive one for 
landlords” (Anonymous, 35, ID: 119609551). 
 

A number of respondents indicated partial support, with mixed views about 
certain elements of the proposal.  
 
Level of cap 
Some of those who supported a cap on rent increases in principle felt that the 
cap should be set at the level of inflation or lower.  As Eilidh Martin put it: “Many 
people already struggle, and allowing it to increase higher than inflation, when 
wages generally do not, will just lead to the same situation, but slower” (11, 
ID: 117914236).  Another respondent felt that it should be capped just below 
inflation as “… people’s incomes do not consistently rise with inflation rates and 
people who rent are generally lower paid and spend a greater percentage of 
their income on rent than those who own homes” (Anonymous, 16, 
ID: 118299823). 
 
Crisis (Non-Smart Survey response 3) recognised that setting a limit on how 
much rents could be increased each year had the potential to provide tenants 
with greater certainty, protecting them from unpredictable rent increases.  
However, it called for the limit on annual rent increases to be a pre-determined 
inflationary measure. There was concern that the chosen measure of inflation 
could worsen affordability for tenants. 
 
Children in Scotland (Non-Smart Survey response 4) felt that the proposals 
would have a positive impact on the costs of housing experienced by families, 
but did not go far enough.  In its view, the proposal did nothing to tackle high 
initial rental costs and further work was required “to tackle the overall high 
private rental costs experienced by many across Scotland”. It also suggested 
that more work should be carried out to improve the quantity and quality of the 
social housing supply in Scotland.  
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A small number of respondents indicated a neutral view, including West Lothian 
Council (69, ID: 123815572). It felt that there might be some advantages to an 
annual cap across Scotland as it would provide consistency across the country 
and might be easier to implement than rent pressure zones. But it also felt that 
it might lead to rents being increased up to the cap, possibly making rents 
higher than they would be if there was no cap; this could have an effect on 
homelessness if rents were increased to a level that was unaffordable to 
tenants. 
 
Opposition to capping private sector rent increases 
 
Use of CPI is inappropriate 
 
There were arguments against the use of CPI + 1% for a rental cap: 
 

• Scottish Land and Estates said that rent increases were typically 
calculated using the Retail Price Index (RPI) which includes the costs of 
housing, so the decision to use CPI+1% seemed inconsistent (67, 
ID:119742051). 

 

• The Scottish Association of Landlords was of the view that the CPI bore 
“no resemblance to the increases in costs that landlords incur [and] … if 
rent increases are limited to an arbitrary factor such as CPI, then the only 
way that landlords can even begin to absorb unexpected costs, such as 
replacing boilers, roof repairs, or being required to install carpets etc, will 
be to stop investing in other aspects of the property” (76, 
ID: 123770478). 
 

• Living Rent said that, “as wages rarely increase by one percentage point 
more than inflation and housing benefits have been frozen for four years, 
a rent cap at one percentage point above inflation simply does not reflect 
the reality of tenants’ available income” (70, ID: 123819679). 
 

• One anonymous respondent thought that mortgage companies would 
further restrict the supply of mortgage finance to landlords in view of “the 
new risk exposure of landlords not being able to service mortgage 
payments in a scenario where interest rates rise significantly” (81, 
ID: 123871071). 

 

• Simply Let argued that rental values are governed, not by inflation, but 
by the operation of market forces and that: “Constraining the effect of 
these market forces by imposition of a rent cap will strain the market, 
giving rise to different effects (rent being unable to rise to its natural 
level). One such effect is likely to be landlords selling up in favour of 
more financially attractive forms of investment. Another is likely to be an 
increase in demand, further straining the market as supply shrinks.” (47, 
ID: 123042939). 
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Blanket approach for whole of Scotland not appropriate 
 
Some emphasised the local nature of market forces and that a national 
approach is inappropriate – for example, Simply Let felt that this was “a fact 
which was acknowledged by the introduction of legislation for local Rent 
Pressure Zones under the Private Housing (Tenancies) (Scotland) Act 2016” 
(47, ID: 123042939). 
 
Evidence that capping rents is ineffective 
 
A number of respondents referred to evidence from previous exercises in rent 
control which were, in their view, unsuccessful: 
 

• Simply Let said that the Rent Act 1965 “led to a steady decline in the 
numbers of private properties available to rent, a decline reversed only 
by The Housing (Scotland) Act 1988 which again deregulated rents” 
(Simply Let, 47, ID: 123042939). 

 

• Historic Houses Scotland argued that “there have been a number of 
issues around exemptions and monitoring of the system in Ireland and 
the level of rent increase in Dublin in the first quarter of 2018, a year after 
introduction, was 7% despite the 2% set limit” (Non-Smart Survey 
response 1). 

 
Reduction in supply and other unintended consequences 
 
Clyde Property claimed that, as landlords became “more tightly regulated letting 
will become a less attractive investment. In recent history, it was evidenced that 
rent control drastically shrunk the private rented sector, with the effects still 
present up until three years after the introduction of the Housing (Scotland) Act 
1988” (44, ID: 122975884). 
 
The Scottish Association of Landlords thought that supply shortages could 
potentially lead to increased homelessness, and rent caps would increase the 
risks for many existing landlords, leading to the sale of their properties and 
putting off potential new landlords from entering the market. This would reduce 
the supply of properties even faster, making it very difficult for tenants to find 
homes (76, ID: 123770478). 
 
Housing quality 
There was a view that introducing rent controls would have a negative impact 
on housing quality and existing housing stock, with landlords having less 
income, and increasing the risk of properties falling into disrepair. 
 
Scottish Land and Estates acknowledged that landlords could apply to increase 
the rent above the annual cap if they had undertaken substantial repairs, but 
pointed out that this would not include minor repairs or maintenance to ensure 
the property meets the statutory “repairing standard” (67, ID:119742051). 
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Living Rent (70, ID 123819679) thought that the proposed exemption from the 
rent cap if substantial improvements had been made should be removed, as it 
would allow for large rent increases in areas “already experiencing problems 
with rapidly increasing rents and gentrification”.  Instead, it suggested that rent 
levels across Scotland should be tied to the quality of the property being rented 
out, with a baseline rent that was truly affordable to tenants. 
 
Existing limits on rent increases under the Private Housing (Tenancies) 
(Scotland) Act 2016 
 
Clyde Property (44,  ID: 122975884) and LSL Property Services (Non Smart 
Survey response 7) pointed out that the Private Housing (Tenancies) (Scotland) 
Act 2016 (“the 2016 Act”) already contained measures to limit rent increases - 
including that rent cannot be increased more than once in any twelve-month 
period, that the landlord must give the tenant at least three months’ notice 
before any increase can take place and that a tenant who disagrees with the 
rent rise can take the matter to a Rent Officer who will decide if the proposed 
rent is fair and accurately reflects other market rents.  
 
Historic Houses Scotland also referred to the provision in the 2016 Act to 
designate an area as a Rent Pressure Zone (RPZ) with a cap being set on how 
much rents could increase for existing tenants with a private residential tenancy 
each year in that area (Non-Smart Survey response 1). 
 
Energy efficiency concerns 
 
A number of respondents expressed concern that the proposal might work 
against moves towards improving the energy efficiency of private rented 
housing.  
 
Scottish Land and Estates (67, ID:119742051) referred to the Rent Pressure 
Zone Guidance which stated that any improvements relating to energy 
efficiency will be "considered on a case by case basis", saying it was unfeasible 
for property owners to carry these improvements out with no guarantee they 
would be able to recover costs through rent.   
 
An anonymous respondent also expressed concern that new Energy 
Performance Certificate (EPC) regulations “could potentially result in significant 
one-off capital costs for landlords, a proportion of which they may need to 
recover via higher rents in order to be able to remain financially viable and 
continue to offer rental properties” (81, ID: 123871071). 
 
Other factors  
 
There were views that other factors needed to be taken into account in 
addressing the issues associated with private rented housing sector levels.   
 
One anonymous respondent (81, ID: 123871071) referred to: 

• factors affecting rent increases, specifically landlords’ costs escalating 
as a result of the removal of Landlord Mortgage Interest Tax Relief; 
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increasing regulation; and the introduction of the private residential 
tenancy lease; and 

• factors affecting the amount of rental property: the increase in Land and 
Buildings Transaction Tax, the acceleration in house prices, lenders 
being more strict about lending on Buy to Let properties, and uncertainty 
of rental income. 

 
Building more housing  
 
There was a view expressed by some, such as Chris Daniel (8, ID: 117249815), 
and the Scottish Association of Landlords (76, ID: 123770478), that the only 
effective solution to increasing rents was to build more houses. Shelter 
Scotland said that “the failure to build social housing over the last two 
generations [was] a driving factor in creating the current climate of unaffordable 
housing across tenures”.  It felt that the only way to bring rents down in the long 
term is through a sustained programme of affordable home building (non-Smart 
Survey response 6). 
 
Rent Commission 
 
Living Rent (70, ID: 123819679) referred to proposals being considered in 
London for a Rent Commission which would maintain a register of information 
to be used to design and test how rent control could operate, as well as provide 
an accurate baseline for market rents.  Crisis (non-Smart Survey response 3) 
also referred to the London model and suggested that the proposed Bill should 
provide for an arms-length panel to have responsibility for overseeing the 
implementation of the rent limit proposals. The panel could determine an 
appropriate inflationary measure at the outset of the new scheme, and review 
and reset this over time, drawing on the new evidence base provided through 
actual rent levels submitted by all private landlords.  
 

Question 2: Which of the following best expresses your view of providing 
that, when tenants appeal their rent, rent officers and the First-tier 
Tribunal would be able to either lower or maintain the rent but not 
increase the rent? 
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Of the 97 responses received to this question, 31 (32%) were fully supportive, 
seven (7%) were partially supportive, seven (7%) were neutral in their view, ten 
(10%) were partially opposed,  41 (42%) were fully opposed and one (1%) was 
unsure.  
 
Views in support of the proposed measure included: 
 

• There would be “more equality within the landlord and tenant 
relationship/transaction” (Anonymous, 32, ID: 119596998). 

 

• It would reduce the fear that landlords might increase rent levels if a 
tenant appealed their rent: “… unscrupulous landlords could give tenants 
the impression that their rent level would increase if they were to appeal, 
which would prevent vulnerable people from rightfully appealing 
predatory rent levels” (Anonymous, 10, ID: 117726746). 

 

• The prospect of increasing rents could make it difficult to maintain 
stability for those on limited incomes and being “able to negotiate 
regarding property standards and in effect claim reductions and/or 
rebates for poor accommodation and services would be a good thing to 
maintain quality, dignity and respect” (deafscotland, 15, ID: 118236747). 

 

• The current appeal system might not be accessed as much as it could 
be as there could be a fear of facing increased rents: “Access to appeals 
is an essential part of supporting people to access their rights. The 
current system infringes upon that” (Children in Scotland, Non-Smart 
Survey response 4). 

 
Arguments from those who were opposed to the measure included: 
 

• If the Tribunal was to independently review what the rent should be, and 
if the rent charged was below the average market rent then it was not 
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unreasonable for the outcome to be a rent increase (Anonymous, 20, 
ID: 118422327). 

• The Tribunal should have the flexibility required to be fair to all parties 
[and] placing a restriction on it could mean that flexibility would be 
weakened (Anonymous, 21, ID: 119178055). 

• If there was a guarantee that rent levels would not be increased, this 
could lead to speculative claims (anonymous, 39, ID: 120459115). 

• There was a danger that all tenants could appeal their rent, creating 
additional work and possibly impacting on landlord and tenant 
relationships (Historic Houses Scotland, non-Smart Survey response 1). 
  

Question 3: Which of the following best expresses your view of expanding 
the landlord registration scheme so that landlords must input the rent that 
they charge when they register, and update the system when the rent 
changes? 

 

 
 
Of the 97 responses received to this question, 38 (39%) were fully supportive, 
five (5%) were partially supportive, seven  (7%) were neutral in their view, five 
(5%) were partially opposed, 41 (42%) were fully opposed, and one (1%) was 
unsure.  
 
Those who were supportive of expanding the registration scheme cited the 
perceived benefits of such data, including: 
 

• It would improve the quality of the valuation decisions made by rent 
officers and the First-Tier Tribunal (Anonymous, 28, ID: 119253166). 

 

• It would improve recording of the rental value of equivalent homes in an 
area; in the event that a landlord or agency decided to increase rent, this 
would give tenants evidence to show whether an increase is justified 
(Anonymous, 32, ID: 119596998). 
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• Living Rent supported a registration scheme, but highlighted that, in 
order to work properly, it would need to be properly enforced and there 
would need to be sufficient incentive to comply. Again, it emphasised 
that this should be complemented by an independent Rent Commission 
which would manage the register and use the data from it to design how 
the rent controls would operate and make sure that the resulting rent 
controls remained flexible (70, ID: 123819679). 
 

• It would create and maintain standards, openness and fairness  
(deafscotland, 15, ID: 118236747). Similarly, Children in Scotland (non-
Smart Survey response 4) said: “We believe the proposals would 
support a more open and transparent private rental system where 
tenants feel more aware of increases in rent and confident that these are 
within fair limits”.   

 
Those who were against the expansion of the scheme expressed concerns 
about issues such as:  
 

• Data protection and privacy concerns could arise as a result of increased 
information being collected (Anonymous, 2, ID: 116756674; 
Anonymous, 25, ID: 119128991). 
 

• Further costs to landlords as the scheme would have be funded and 
would involve additional administration and checks. 

 

• It was “unnecessary and good market data already exists from like[s] of 
CityLets” (Allan Parkinson, 18, ID: 118398003).  

 

• It would serve as “a blunt instrument comparison – a similarly located 
pair of houses, one in excellent and one in very poor condition, may rent 
for dissimilar sums but the only public comparator available would then 
suggest the very poor house/landlord would be the better of the two” 
Historic Houses Scotland (Non-Smart Survey response 1). 

 

• It would be difficult to enforce and may drive some landlords to operate 
outside the regulated sector (LSL Property Services (non-Smart Survey 
response 7). 

 

Question 4: Which of the following best expresses your view of tackling 
the problem of rents rising significantly faster than inflation by making it 
easier for a local authority to apply to create a Rent Pressure Zone (RPZ)? 
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Of the 95 responses received to this question, 22 (23%) were fully supportive, 
15 (16%) were partially supportive, 13 (14%) were neutral in their view, seven 
(7%) were partially opposed, 33 (35%) were fully opposed, and five (5%) were 
unsure.  
 
Support for making it easier to create an RPZ 
 
Benefit to the local community 
 
One of the main reasons given by respondents in support of making it easier 
for a local authority to apply to create an RPZ was the perceived benefit to the 
local community, especially those on a low income. According to Audrey Barnes 
“in other countries, such as the US with rent control areas, this has enabled 
lower income households the time and space to afford access to other services 
(e.g. education, transportation, community participation, work) and improve 
issues related to economic disparities” (4, ID: 117010798). 
 
Complexity of RPZ process 
 
It was noted by several respondents (both those for and against this part of the 
proposal) that, although local authorities have had the power to establish RPZs 
for some time, none had yet done so. Many felt that the rules and procedures 
around the establishment of RPZs were too complex and this had, thus far, 
deterred councils. 
 
East Lothian Council, for example, noted that: 
 

“The introduction of Rent Pressure Zones was welcomed by East 
Lothian Council. However, the data and evidence required to apply for 
RPZ was unrealistic and unattainable. East Lothian Council fully 
supports any efforts to make it easier for a local authority to apply to 
create a Rent Pressure Zone” (68, ID: 123777489). 
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A similar view was also expressed by West Lothian Council: 
 

“The requirements around the designation of a rent pressure zone, 
including the evidence gathering, is particularly onerous for local 
authorities under the current legislation ... The council feels that there 
should be flexibility for local authorities to determine the boundaries of a 
designated rent pressure zone, subject to the evidence being available” 
(69, ID: 123815572). 

 
Other issues 
 
One anonymous respondent noted that RPZs should be seen in a wider 
context:  
 

“… this may need to be used in conjunction with measures to discourage 
or eliminate the use of properties for ‘Airbnb’ type usage, otherwise 
property owners will see that they can make much more money by 
renting out to holiday-makers than providing longer-term lets for locals 
… It is not just affordability but also availability which is an issue” 
(Anonymous, 10, ID: 117726746). 

 
It was also noted that the criteria required to establish an RPZ and the decisions 
made around their establishment should be completely transparent: 
 

“The reason I am partially rather than fully supportive of this measure is 
because the creation of RPZs and the reasons for their creation would 
need to be absolutely transparent and available for challenge if required”  
(Anonymous, 27, ID: 119178055). 

 
It was pointed out by the Scottish Association of Landlords that, using existing 
powers such as the establishment of RPZs was preferable to any sort of 
national rent control policy: “it is more proportionate and less damaging to 
…[focus]… on “problem areas” using the existing RPZ legislation than by 
introducing a new blanket national policy” (76, ID: 123770478). 
 
Conversely, Eilidh Martin stated that: “Rent pressure zones are a good stepping 
stone but rent controls should be applied across the country” (11, 
ID: 117914236). 
 
Many respondents (both in support of and against this part of the proposal) 
noted that rent levels are dictated by supply and demand. Some respondents 
cited the difference in rent levels of Edinburgh and Aberdeen, noting that rent 
levels in Edinburgh are consistently higher than elsewhere in Scotland, 
whereas Aberdeen had, in recent years, seen a reduction.  Aberdeenshire 
Council noted that: 
 

“In Aberdeenshire we are currently finding that rents are being self-
regulated by supply and demand, and landlords are generally having to 
be competitive with their rent levels. However, given the influence of the 
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oil and gas sector on supply and demand, the ability to apply for a RPZ 
may be a useful tool to protect tenants in the future” (86, ID: 123955194). 
 

Opposition to making it easier to create an RPZ 
 
Too early to say that RPZ legislation has failed 
 
As previously discussed, several respondents noted that, although local 
authorities have had the power to establish RPZs for some time, none had been 
established. Some argued that the current system should be given more time 
to “bed in” – for example, Historic Houses Scotland (non-Smart Survey 
response 1) argued that: 
 

“More time is needed to judge the effectiveness of these zones. The 
premise that these zones are not working seems pre-emptive when no 
zone has yet been designated across Scotland. There needs to be 
proper consideration as to the reason no successful application has 
been made, rather than simply reducing the criteria.” 

 
LSL Property Services plc (non-Smart Survey response 7) expressed a similar 
view that, as RPZs had only been in place for a short amount of time, more time 
is needed to gauge their effectiveness. It also went on to suggest that: 
 

“In due course, it could be helpful to establish a working group, 
comprising local authorities, tenants’ groups, landlords, agents and other 
interested parties to review RPZs.”  

 
Similarly, Clyde Property (44, ID: 122975884) and Scottish Land and Estates 
(67, ID: 119742051) also noted that the current legislation has not been in place 
for long enough to judge its effectiveness.  
 
Lack of data about rent levels 
 
A number of respondents agreed that there was little to no data around private 
rent levels in Scotland and therefore the establishment of RPZs was extremely 
difficult for local authorities:  
 

“The proposals have been found to be unworkable in practice, largely 
because of the paucity of data enabling local authorities to demonstrate 
(as required) that rents are rising excessively in a given area, causing 
undue hardship to existing tenants and having a detrimental effect on 
the authority’s broader housing services” (Crisis, non-Smart Survey 
response 3). 

 
Lack of housing stock 
 
As also reflected in other parts of the summary, there were strong arguments 
that the main issue lay in the lack of social housing across Scotland, rather than 
with the rents charged by landlords in the private sector.  One anonymous 
respondent argued that: “In these areas local authorities are obviously not 
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building enough public sector housing they have created the problem 
themselves ...” (Anonymous, 17, ID: 118390679).  Similarly, the Scottish 
Property Federation noted that: “… the designation of an RPZ should be viewed 
as failure on part of local authorities in meeting local housing need and demand, 
and therefore, should only be applied for in extreme circumstances and not as 
a part of a local authority’s wider housing strategy …” (89, ID: 121635994). 
 
Several respondents agreed that, rather than establishing RPZs, local 
authorities should concentrate on building more social housing which would 
result in less demand on the private sector, and lower rents without the need 
for state intervention (for example, Anonymous, 39, ID: 120459115, 
Anonymous, 3, ID: 116780293, and Anonymous, 9, ID: 117329588). 
 
Possible unintended consequences 
 
Some respondents noted concerns that the proposal may lead to some 
unintended consequences. One anonymous landlord (Anonymous, 19, 
ID: 118422633) stated that currently they did not raise rents automatically each 
year but rather, opted to do so in-between tenancies. Under this proposal they 
would be forced to reconsider this policy as a larger rise between tenancies 
may be deemed too high under an RPZ. This could then result in tenants paying 
higher rents year on year than they would otherwise have done. 
 
Conversely, Citizens Advice Scotland stated that it was concerned that RPZs:  
 

“… could provide incentives for landlords to increase rents in between 
leases to compensate for limits within tenancies, and to seek evictions 
that would allow this … Similarly, there could be a converse disincentive 
for tenants to move. This would be problematic when circumstances 
change and could ‘trap’ tenants in accommodation that is far from work, 
friends or family … Further, it does not protect more precarious tenants 
who cannot or do not want to stay in properties for longer than 12 
months” (57, ID: 122451134). 

 

Question 5:  Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what 
financial impact would you expect the proposed Bill to have on: 
(a) Government and the public sector  
(b) Businesses 
(c) Individuals  

 
Financial impact on the Government and the public sector 
 
Of the 92 respondents who answered this part of the question, 33 respondents 
(36%) felt that there would be a significant increase in cost; 25 (27%) were of 
the view that that there would be some increase in cost; 17 (18%) thought that 
the impact would be cost neutral; four  (4%) that there would be some reduction 
in cost; three (3%) that there would be a significant reduction and ten (11%) 
were unsure. 
 
Reasons cited for an increase in costs included: 
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• The introduction of a rent cap and a change to the appeal process would 
result in an increase in both staffing and financial resources:  South 
Ayrshire Council, for example, commented that the current Landlord 
System would require to be amended, “which would come with a cost of 
doing so. The scrutiny and compliance of this has been suggested to fall 
within Landlord Registration Team remits, which would have a resource 
implication for ensuring compliance, as well as any enforcement coming 
from non-compliance” (80, ID: 123783129). 

 

• Marketing and advertising of the new scheme would need to be funded 
(John Rafferty 44, ID: 121846747). 
 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar recognised that there would be some increase in 
cost as a result of additional regulation; however, the Council considered that 
this might be off-set by a reduction in fewer tenants being made homeless due 
to unaffordable rents (85, ID: 123915316).   
 
One of the respondents who considered that there would be a reduction in cost 
surmised that this would be due to a reduction in the number of tenants having 
to claim housing benefit due to lower rents: “Government and public service 
would save money by not having to pay housing benefit to tenants because of 
high rents” (Edward J Leonard, 36, ID:119645551). 
 
Financial impact on businesses (including landlords) 
Of the 93 responses to this part of the question, 37 respondents  (40%) felt that 
there would be a significant increase in cost; 26 (28%) were of the view that 
there would be some increase in cost; 18 (19%) thought that the impact would 
be cost neutral; five (5%) that there would be some reduction in cost; no 
respondents thought that there would be a significant reduction and seven (8%) 
were unsure. 
 
One opinion was that the proposed Bill would lead to an increase in costs for 
landlords, who might not re-invest in their properties and therefore standards of 
accommodation could fall, or properties could be removed from the rental 
market. Concern was also expressed that landlords might encounter problems 
when looking to sell their property:  
 

“Landlords will suffer significantly through constrained returns and also 
the negative impact on value. The value of their homes will reduce 
through (a) the inability to sell to another investor due to disinvestment 
from the sector and (b) property valuations being revised downwards” 
(Dowbrae Property Consultancy, 79, ID: 123473422). 

 
Financial impact on individuals 
 
Of the 92 responses to this part of the question, 26 respondents (28%) felt that 
there would be a significant increase in cost; 22 (24%) were of the view that 
there would be some increase in cost; 12 (13%) thought the impact would be 
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cost neutral; 15 (16%) that there would be some reduction in cost; 11 (12%) 
that there would be a significant reduction and six (7%) were unsure. 
 
A number of respondents commented that tenants would face more frequent 
increases in rent and difficulties in finding rental accommodation which would 
impact negatively on them for reasons such as landlords not upgrading 
properties due to the lack of return on their investment.  
 

East Lothian Council felt that tenants would not be negatively impacted 
financially because they would be able to question the amount of rent they were 
being charged if they felt it was unfairly high: “… the Bill will allow tenants to 
query rents; the powers will ensure that the tribunal can reduce the rent or keep 
it the same. This will ensure that tenants’ costs remain stable and in relation to 
the market” (68, ID:123777489). 
 
Citizen Advice Scotland and the Scottish Women’s Convention felt that only 
some tenants would benefit financially in terms of a reduction in cost, as it would 
not improve the situation for those on low incomes or those living in areas where 
rents are already very high. (Citizens Advice Scotland, 57, ID:122451134 and 
Scottish Women’s Convention, 92, ID 124103727). Scottish Land and Estates 
similarly thought that only some tenants would benefit as a wider financial 
impact of the Bill could be a loss of available properties to rent (67, 
ID:119742051). 
 

Question 6: Are there ways in which the Bill could achieve its aim more 
cost-effectively (e.g. by reducing costs or increasing savings)? 

 
There were 64 responses to this question. 
 
A number of respondents felt that additional Government funding was needed 
to build more social housing: Simply Let (47, ID: 123042939) for example, saw 
this as the most effective way of maintaining rents at an affordable level, as  
“the supply of social housing shrunk drastically following the introduction of 
right-to-buy legislation and the absence of any balancing new construction”.  
 
Clyde Property felt that one way to help those on lower incomes would be to 
remove the cap on Local Housing Allowance (LHA): 
 

“To ensure cost-effectiveness for all parties involved (Government, 
landlords and tenants), the LHA cap must be lifted. This will take away 
pressure to build more homes for social rent, landlords will be 
encouraged to take on more tenants in receipt of benefits and tenants 
will have to spend less of their other income in funding the shortfall of 
their rent” (44, ID:122975884). 
 

Some felt that the current issue of high rents was partly due to a number of 
different problems associated with the housing shortage.  Historic Houses 
Scotland referred to restrictions on building, complex planning rules, 
remoteness and increased regulation and costs which were all viewed as 
contributory factors.  It felt that the focus should be on the housing market, 
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“encouraging more investment, both public and private and provisions of 
incentives, as well as the relaxation of planning restrictions where appropriate” 
(non-Smart Survey response 1). 
 
LSL Property Services plc (non-Smart Survey response 7) believed that 
Scotland already has strong and effective housing legislation and that tenants 
had been “adversely affected by the introduction of Universal Credit (UC).  LSL 
believes that problems with the administration of UC should be addressed and 
Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rates be uplifted to provide sufficient support 
to those in private rented accommodation”.  
 
LSL also believed that “… in many locations, Airbnb is contributing to increased 
rents and declining rental stock”, and that it was crucial that the “extent and 
impact of such short-term lets is better understood and addressed”.   

 

Question 7: What overall impact is the proposed Bill likely to have on 
equality, taking account of the following protected characteristics (under 
the Equality Act 2010): age, disability, gender re-assignment, maternity 
and pregnancy, marriage and civil partnership, race, religion and belief, 
sex, sexual orientation? 
 

 
 

 
 
Ninety-three respondents answered this question. Twenty-eight (31%) 
considered that the proposal would have a positive, or slightly positive, impact 
on equalities, 18 respondents (19%) considered that the impact would be 
neutral, whilst 35 (37%) felt that it would have a negative, or slightly negative, 
impact. Twelve respondents (13%) were unsure. 
 
There was a concern that those tenants and prospective tenants with protected 
characteristics were more vulnerable to rent increases and therefore the 
proposed Bill could go some way towards righting the situation – for example, 
Isabelle Tiddy believed that: 
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“Those with protected characteristics tend to earn less and have less job 
security than more privileged groups, leaving them more vulnerable to 
increases in rent prices. The new Bill would thus have a significant 
positive impact on some of the most vulnerable in society” (34, 
ID:119604654). 
 

The Scottish Women’s Convention said that high demand for private rented 
accommodation and the large deposits that could be charged for new tenants 
meant that “leaving current accommodation is often simply not an option for 
many, with the potential to force women to apply as homeless. Scotland has 
already seen a peak in the number of children residing in temporary 
accommodation throughout the country for long periods of time. Having some 
form of framework in place to stop exploitative price hikes may go some way to 
[addressing] this situation” (92, ID:124103727). 
 
Deafscotland requested that any information provided with the legislation was 
made available in different accessible formats: (15, ID:118236747). 
 
Children in Scotland believed that the Bill would be likely to have a positive 
impact on children, young people and families, particularly those experiencing 
disadvantage.  They also indicated that they would “support a proactive pre-
legislative Child Rights and Wellbeing Impact Assessment (CRWIA) being 
undertaken on the proposed … Bill to provide a greater understanding of how 
the potential legislation could be most effectively targeted to promote the rights 
and wellbeing of children and young people” (non-Smart Survey response 4). 
 
One anonymous respondent who indicated a neutral stance did not feel that the 
Bill would have any real impact for disabled people as,  in their opinion, disabled 
people already struggled to get their needs met when it came to housing:  
“Disabled people[’s needs] for example are massively unmet in terms of both 
housing types and its availability and income in comparison to the general 
population” (16, ID:118299823). 
 
John Rafferty was concerned that the number of potential properties up for 
private rent could reduce, and that “this will lead to landlords taking the ‘best’ 
tenant on offer on paper which will result in younger people, people with 
disabilities or on benefits and people who don’t speak much English being 
continually turned down for properties they are competing with other tenants 
for” (44, ID: 121846747).  
 

Question 8: In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on equality 
be minimised or avoided? 

 
Sixty-three respondents answered this question.  
 
Some respondents felt that it was difficult to foresee how negative impacts 
could be avoided – for example, Historic Houses Scotland (non-Smart Survey 
response 1) expressed the view that: “The Bill takes such a sledgehammer 
approach and in isolation from the wider policy context it is difficult to identify 
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how negative impacts could be minimised or avoided”, while Clyde Property 
(44, ID:122975884) stressed that: “history dictates that the negative 
consequences of rent control cannot be mitigated”. 
 
The Scottish Association of Landlords (76, ID: 123770478) argued that the only 
way to minimise any negative impact would be to remove the cap on rent 
increases and focus “on ways to improve the availability of data on rent 
increases that are needed to utilise the current RPZ legislation. At the very least 
we would like to see an ability to realign rents with the market at a change in 
tenancy with rent increase caps only applying to annual increases during a 
tenancy.” 
 

Question 9: Do you consider that the proposed Bill can be delivered 
sustainably, i.e. without having likely future disproportionate economic, 
social and/or environmental impacts? 

 

 
 
Ninety-two respondents answered this question.  Twenty-seven (29%) 
considered that the Bill could be delivered sustainably, 45 (49%) thought the 
Bill could not be delivered sustainably and 20 (22%) were unsure. 
 
Some felt that the Bill could be delivered sustainably and would have a positive 
environmental and social impact 
 
Isabelle Tiddy was of the view that: “Providing affordable housing is likely to 
have mainly positive social impacts, and the increased spending power of 
tenants paying fair rent prices is likely to make up for any cost to the economy. 
Environmental impacts may be positive as commuting may be reduced and 
people may be able to afford to make more eco-friendly choices in purchasing” 
(34, ID: 119604654). One anonymous respondent also thought it would 
contribute to a more sustainable environment for all as “leaving everything to 
market forces inevitably leads to the poor and the environment suffering/losing 
out” (64, ID: 123728949). 
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East Lothian Council believed that the Bill could be delivered sustainably if 
adequate resources were put into it (68, 123777489). 
 

Although Comhairle nan Eilean Siar believed that the proposed Bill could be 
delivered sustainably, they wanted to see an Island Communities Impact 
Assessment carried out: “… we have a very small [private rented sector] in the 
Outer Hebrides and any properties moved out of that sector as a result of this 
legislation would take options away from those who are unable to purchase 
their own home, or those who want to rent for a period of time but don’t want to 
incur the costs associated with short-term lets” (85, ID: 123915316). 
 
Others felt that there would be a negative impact in this context, with effects 
such as landlords not maintaining their properties, a shortage of quality 
properties for rent, and a fall in investment in the rental sector reducing tenants’ 
ability to move properties.   
 

Question 10: Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the 
proposal? 

 
There were 62 responses to this question. 
 
Many of the themes raised by respondents to this question had already been 
covered in other sections of the summary, and are not replicated here. 
 
One concern was about potential negative impact on different types of 
landlords, including what one anonymous respondent described as “accidental 
landlords”, who were “different to professional landlords who use rent for 
income. We only want to cover the bills and mortgages.”  (Anonymous, 3, 
ID: 116780293).  Another respondent pointed out that “most landlords are not 
wealthy and rely on rental income to meet basic needs whether they are 
pensioners, disabled etc. These are ordinary people who have put their life 
savings into trying to provide for themselves. They will be adversely affected by 
the proposal” (Anonymous, 39, ID: 120459115). 
 
On a similar theme, Scotlet argued that “if you make life difficult for the small 
landlord and encourage only the corporate landlords, you will remove a lot of 
flexibility in the market” (Scotlet Ltd, 41 ID: 120830307). 
 
The Scottish Association of Landlords (76, ID: 123770478) felt that there were 
a number of questions which had not been answered in the consultation, such 
as: 
 

• Would the cap apply to all tenancies or only to new Private 
Residential Tenancies? 

• If a property is sold (either with or without tenants), is the cap carried 
forward to the new owner? 

• If a property is removed from the rental market for several years then 
re-let, is the cap carried forward from when it was last let? How would 
the owner know what the previous rent was if many years have 

http://chamber/survey/results/responses/id/577016?u=123777489
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passed and there have been changes of ownership in the time since 
it was last let? 

• What would constitute a “substantial improvement” allowing an 
increase of more than CPI + 1%?  
 

The Scottish Federation of Housing Associations felt that there should be more 
parity of treatment between those renting in the social sector and private sector 
(82, ID: 123884176). 
 
Living Rent (70, ID: 123819679) expanded on their proposal for an independent 
Rent Commission to manage the landlord registry.  While this should be used 
to provide an accurate baseline for rent levels across Scotland, it did not believe 
that this alone should guide the new rent control system; instead it proposed a 
points-based system for assessing the quality of a property. 
 
It did not feel that the proposal  adequately tackled the issues faced by tenants 
in the rented sector and suggested that “ … a well-designed rent-control system 
that brings rent levels down, provides long-term protection for tenants and a 
medium through which conflicts about rent can be mediated will be the next 
necessary step in improving the [private rented sector]”.  
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SECTION 4: MEMBER’S COMMENTARY 
 
Pauline McNeill MSP has provided the following commentary on the results of 
the consultation, as summarised in sections 1-3 above. 
 
I was delighted with the number and breadth of the responses received during 
the consultation. I would like to thank all those who took the time to respond. 
All of the responses have been carefully considered and reflected upon. I would 
like to acknowledge the significant response from both individual landlords and 
organisations representing landlords and I appreciate the engagement of the 
sector.  
 
With regards to expanding the Landlord Registration scheme, I am not 
convinced by arguments put forward that this would be costly or that sufficient 
market data already exists. Only small changes to the database would be 
required and the Scottish Government itself has recently noted that it plans to 
expand the database to record more information.  
 
Market data does not exist in a comprehensive format, which is one of the key 
reasons that it has been effectively impossible for any local authority to 
introduce a rent pressure zone (RPZ). This was backed up in comments from 
both East Lothian and West Lothian Councils which both noted the difficult and 
onerous nature of providing the required data to apply for an RPZ. Provisions 
in this Bill would assist in making it easier for local authorities to understand the 
situation in their areas and allow them to apply to create a rent pressure zone 
if they see fit. Data gathering is an important element of the proposed Bill.  
 
Concerning the measure in the proposed Bill which ensures tenants cannot 
have their rent raised if they appeal what they deem to be an unfair rent, I was 
unconvinced by respondents who argued that it was not unreasonable for a rent 
to be raised if the landlord was charging a below-market rent. I think it is 
reasonable to assume that the landlord would be charging the rent they wanted 
in the first place and therefore there would be no reason to raise a rent in this 
instance. I believe that the current system, which allows for the imposition of a 
higher rent if it is challenged by a tenant, is operating as an unfair deterrent to 
appeals.  
 
I am also not convinced by the objections submitted for using CPI+1% as the 
cap on private-sector rent increases. There were respondents who were 
concerned the proposed cap is too high and others who were concerned it is 
too low. It is worth noting that current legislation allowing for caps on rent 
increases within rent pressure zones uses CPI+1% as the cap, and therefore 
there is legislative precedent for this. It was also argued that CPI+1% “bore no 
resemblance to the increases in costs that landlords incur” and that the only 
way landlords could absorb unexpected costs would be for them to stop 
investing in other aspects of the property. I would strongly suggest that rents 
should already reflect an investment plan for the property and there should 
already be a contingency fund for unexpected costs.  
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I wholeheartedly agree with respondents who argued that there should be more 
social housing built in order to provide more options for people so that they are 
not forced to rent in the private sector. However, the private rented sector has 
trebled in size over the past 20 years and we cannot wait until there is sufficient 
social housing to give people real choice before acting to protect tenants.  
 
I was pleased that respondents such as Children in Scotland believe that the 
Bill will be likely to have a positive impact on children, young people, and 
families, and especially those who are experiencing disadvantage. Similarly, 
the Scottish Women’s Convention thought that the proposed legislation could 
provide a framework to help women and children who are at times forced into 
presenting as homeless due to unaffordable rents, and I would certainly hope 
that the Bill could go some way to mitigating this issue.  
 
A number of respondents expressed concern that the proposal added to the 
burdens already faced by landlords such as the increase in the Land and 
Buildings Transaction Tax, the introduction of the private residential tenancy 
lease, and the removal of Landlord Mortgage Interest Tax Relief. I am very 
sympathetic to these concerns; however, rather than stop any further reform of 
the sector, we need to look at other ways that landlords could be supported, 
including supporting social landlords who wish to expand into the private rented 
sector.  
 
I also took note of the concern that one of the unintended consequences of the 
Bill could be that landlords feel obliged to automatically raise rents by CPI+1% 
each year in order that they do not lose out on potential earnings. Similarly, the 
proposed Bill could provide a disincentive to a landlord lowering the rent in order 
to allow for a tenant’s particular circumstances.  
 
I acknowledge that this could have an unintended negative consequence for 
both tenants and landlords. In order to rectify this issue, I have amended the 
proposal to account for both of the previously mentioned eventualities.  If a 
landlord has reduced the rent to take a tenant’s particular circumstances into 
consideration, then they will be able input the rent they normally charge in the 
Landlords Register along with a separate field where they can note the 
reduction they are currently applying.  Their ability to raise the rent by CPI+1% 
would then be calculated by reference to that normal rent.  Separately, if a 
landlord does not wish to raise the rent every year, they are under no obligation 
do so by CPI+1%. Under the revised policy, landlords will be able to raise the 
rent up to a ceiling of CPI+1% calculated on a cumulative basis from any rent 
level charged for the property at any time during the previous 10 years.  By 
allowing landlords to “make up” at a later date (subject to a 10-year maximum) 
rent increases they choose to forego, this should prevent the CPI+1% cap 
serving as a disincentive to landlords who would otherwise be willing to keep 
rent levels unchanged.   
 
Finally, I would like to reiterate my thanks to all those who took the time to 
respond to the consultation.  
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Pauline McNeill MSP 
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ANNEXE 
 
All publishable consultation responses can be seen on the member’s 
website at: http://www.paulinemcneillmsp.scot/prsr/ 
   

Below is a list of responses attributable to organisations (which does not 
include those who wished to remain anonymous or were not for publication).   
     

Organisation Response number (as it 

appears on the member’s 

website) 

Smart Survey 

ID 

Aberdeenshire Council 86 123955194 

Child Poverty Action Group in 

Scotland 

90 124057071 

Children in Scotland Non Smart Survey 

response no 4 

 

Citizens Advice Scotland 57 122451134 

Clyde Property Ltd 44 122975884 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 85 123915316 

Common Weal Dundee 74 123832326 

Crisis Non Smart Survey 

response no 3 

 

deafscotland 15 118236747 

Dowbrae Property Consultancy 79 123473422 

DRM Residential Property 

Letting and Management Ltd. 

43 121845842 

East Lothian Council 68 123777489 

Glasgow City Council Non Smart Survey 

response no 2 

 

Historic Houses Scotland Non Smart Survey 

response no 1 

 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation 88 124057071 

Living Rent, Scotland’s 

Tenants’ Union 

70 123819679 

LSL Property Services plc Non Smart Survey 

response no 7 

 

Rettie & Co 91 124083632 

Savills UK Limited 48 123158750 

Scotlet Ltd 41 120830307 

Scottish Association of 

Landlords 

76 123770478 

Scottish Federation of Housing 

Associations (SFHA) 

82 123884176 

http://www.paulinemcneillmsp.scot/prsr/


29 

Scottish Land and Estates 67 119742051 

Scottish Property Federation 89 121635994 

Scottish Women’s Convention 92 124103727 

Shelter Scotland Non Smart Survey 

response no 6 

 

Simply Let 47 123042939 

Sintic developments 55 123458156 

South Ayrshire Council 

Corporate and Housing Policy 

Team 

80 123783129 

Speirs Gumley Residential 

Letting Ltd 

58 123561661 

UK Finance 61 123661553 

West Lothian Council 69 123815572 

 
 
 


