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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 

1. This report looks at changes to the welfare system over the last nine years, focusing on 
Local Housing Allowance, the Benefit Cap, the Bedroom Tax and the introduction of 
Universal Credit. It shows how these changes have reduced the help available with 
housing costs and have contributed directly and indirectly to homelessness in the 
capital.  
 

2. It also shows that changes in benefits intended to cover housing costs have had a 
disproportionately big impact on London. This is mainly because of the capital’s high 
housing costs, particularly in London’s private rented sector, the scale of that sector and 
the relatively large proportion of Londoners who claim benefits. 

 

Reductions in help with housing costs available through the benefits 
system 

3. Londoners who need help from the benefits system to cover their housing costs, 
particularly those in the private rented sector, have experienced sharp reductions in the 
help available to them because of welfare reform. 
 

4. Private sector tenants claiming Housing Benefit, many of whom are in work, will receive 
an average of £1,400 less a year by 2020/21 than would have been the case without 
the changes in Local Housing Allowance since 2010. Reductions vary significantly by 
location, with claimants in Inner East and Inner North London areas experiencing the 
largest falls - £3,950 a year. These reductions contrast with steep rental inflation in the 
private rented sector. 
 

5. Londoners who receive Housing Benefit and are also subject to the Benefit Cap will 
receive an average £5,450 a year less by 2020/21 as a result of the cap alone1, with 
private tenants experiencing even greater reductions. 

 
6. As a result of the Bedroom Tax, social tenants claiming Housing Benefit and subject to 

the measure will receive an average of £1,050 a year less by 2020/21 than would 
otherwise have been the case. 

 
Direct impacts on homelessness 

7. Welfare reform has fuelled homelessness directly, in the following ways. 
 

8. Arrears: Multiple surveys of both social and private landlords indicate tenants affected 
by welfare reform are far more likely to have rent arrears. As existing benefit claimants 
are migrated to Universal Credit, the incidence of arrears resulting from welfare reform 
is likely to increase. 

 
9. Evictions: the level of evictions from the social rented sector in London has been 

relatively stable, in line with the lesser impact of welfare reform measures on social 
tenants, the availability of Discretionary Housing Payments and landlords’ efforts to 

                                                 
1 This figure is based on a small sample (of 77 households) in the Family Resources Survey and so should be 
treated as indicative. 
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avoid eviction. However, recent evidence suggests a higher rate of evictions among 
local authority tenants claiming Universal Credit. In the private rented sector, the 
number of landlord repossessions has increased steeply. The number that took place 
after London courts granted warrants increased by 199 per cent between 2009 and 
2015, with surveys of landlords indicating that welfare reform was a factor. Migration to 
Universal Credit is likely to mean welfare reform continuing to contribute to evictions 
from both the privately rented and social housing. 

 
10. Homeless households seeking help from local authorities: The number of 

households facing or experiencing homelessness assisted by London local authorities 
increased, with the following patterns underlining the impact of welfare reform: 

• London local authorities saw a much steeper increase than those elsewhere in the 
number of households they accepted a duty to assist, rather than being able to 
prevent or relieve their homelessness – something that welfare reform has made 
more challenging; 

• the proportion of households becoming homeless due to the termination of an 
Assured Shorthold Tenancy has increased more dramatically in London than the 
rest of England, reflecting the way in which welfare reform has fuelled an increase 
in landlord repossessions; 

• the proportion of households in temporary accommodation that are in work has 
increased more steeply in London than elsewhere, demonstrating how welfare 
reform has made affordability pressures a greater contributory factor in 
homelessness; and 

• households receiving Universal Credit were much more likely than households 
receiving Housing Benefit to receive help from a local authority because they are 
homeless. 

 
11. Temporary accommodation: homeless households in temporary accommodation 

provided by London local authorities spend longer there than those placed by 
authorities elsewhere. This is in part, because welfare reform means local authorities 
find it harder to secure private rented accommodation to which to discharge their duty 
to those households. They have increasingly been accommodated in another local 
authority area, with the proportion increasing from 10 per cent of households in 
temporary accommodation in 2009/10 to 36 per cent in 2016/17 and 2017/18. Local 
authorities with higher rents and larger shortfalls between Local Housing Allowance 
awards and rents generally make heavier use of accommodation in other areas.  

 
12. The proportions of households in precarious and perhaps unsuitable forms of temporary 

accommodation have also increased, as welfare reform has reduced London local 
authorities’ leverage when seeking to secure temporary accommodation. They have 
spent more on temporary accommodation as welfare reform has both increased 
homelessness and weakened their position in the private rented sector.  

 
13. Welfare reform has also played a role in the sharp increase in rough sleeping in the 

capital: 

• slightly more rough sleepers appear to have lost private rented accommodation 
immediately before ending up on the street; 

• European nationals’ reduced entitlement to Housing Benefit have left services less 
able to secure accommodation for them; and 
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• it is likely to have reduced options for securing private rented sector tenancies 
some time before people end up sleeping rough.  

 

Indirect impacts on homelessness 

14. Welfare reform has left some Londoners at greater risk of future homelessness: 

• some claimants seem to have been displaced, with especially sharp falls in the 
number receiving help with housing costs in areas that have the highest rents 
and/or the largest shortfalls between Local Housing Allowance rates and rents; 

• some claimants seem to be living as part of another household. Despite rents 
rising more steeply than incomes over the last nine years, the number of benefit 
claimants receiving help with housing costs has fallen. This has coincided with a 
marked rise in the number of concealed households: the London Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment completed in 2017 found that the number increased 
by 69 per cent between 2011 and 2016; and 

• linked to the increased in concealed households, some claimants are living in 
overcrowded conditions. Recent research suggests a disproportionate rate of 
overcrowding among Housing Benefit claimants in the private rented sector. 

 
15. Welfare reform has also made it more difficult for Londoners at risk of homelessness to 

secure help: 

• it has contributed to the erosion of supported accommodation provision, with the 
number of hostel spaces for single people facing or experiencing homelessness 
falling by 37 per cent between 2011 and 2017. Welfare reform is a factor here 
both in terms of the demands that increases in wider forms of homelessness have 
placed on local authorities and the prolonged uncertainty about how residents 
would receive help with their housing costs as Universal Credit was rolled out; 

• it has made securing ‘move on’ from supported accommodation more challenging. 
This means that spaces are less likely to be available for those newly in need of 
supported accommodation, with the risk that they remain homeless, and that 
residents who no longer need supported accommodation may also struggle to 
sustain places there, with the risk that they become homeless again; and 

• those who have a history of rent arrears because of welfare reform measures 
and/or may be subject to deductions from their benefits because of the Benefit 
Cap are finding it harder to secure tenancies, because welfare reform has resulted 
in social landlords making increasing use of affordability checks and requiring rent 
in advance. 
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1. Introduction 

 
1.1 This paper seeks to provide an assessment of the extent to which the changes to the 

welfare system introduced over the last nine years may have contributed to 
homelessness in London, both directly and indirectly. The assessment draws on a range 
of analyses completed during that period, including impact assessments commissioned 
by the Government. These include an analysis of the cumulative impacts of changes in 
the tax and benefits systems on Londoners’ incomes commissioned by the Greater 
London Authority (GLA), and an assessment of the impacts of Universal Credit on 
residents of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets, which was commissioned by that 
local authority, and to which the GLA contributed funding. The assessment also includes 
direct analysis of data from various sources. 
 

1.2 The assessment falls into three main parts, as follows: 

• Impact on the help with housing costs available through the benefits system: This 
part of the assessment, which draws on findings from the work commissioned by 
the GLA, considers the reductions in the support that the benefits system 
provides for Londoners in different types of homes.  

• Direct impacts on homelessness: This section examines evidence related to rent 
arrears, evictions, rates of rough sleeping and other forms of homelessness, and 
the help that is available to Londoners facing or experiencing them. 

• Indirect impacts on homelessness: This section examines evidence related to the 
locations in which those receiving help with housing costs through the benefits 
system live and their age, overcrowding and concealed households, provision of 
supported housing and move-on from it, and access to social housing. 

 
1.3 The assessment focusses primarily on the changes to the benefits system listed below. 

The first three directly affect the level of funding that the benefits system provides to 
help claimants with housing costs, and the last has other potential impacts on benefit 
claimants’ ability to secure and sustain housing that are outlined at paragraphs 2.19 to 
2.28: 

1. changes to Local Housing Allowance (LHA); 

2. the Benefit Cap; 

3. the introduction of Social Sector Size Criteria, referred to here and elsewhere as 
the Bedroom Tax; and 

4. the introduction of Universal Credit.  

 
1.4 All of these changes in the benefits system and the ways in which they may impact on 

claimants’ ability to secure and sustain housing are described in more detail in 
paragraphs 2.7 to 2.29 below. 
 

1.5 The measures that form the primary focus of this report have been implemented 
alongside a range of other measures that do not relate directly to housing costs but do 
affect households’ incomes. The cumulative impact of all welfare reform measures is 
considered in a separate report commissioned by the GLA, published in July 2019 and 
available at https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/welfare-reform-2019. This assessment 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/welfare-reform-2019


7 

 

seeks to assess the potential impacts of these measures specifically in relation to 
homelessness.  

 
1.6 Wherever possible, in looking at the impact of welfare cuts on homelessness, the 

assessment seeks to pinpoint direct, definitive causation. However, several factors, 
summarised below, mean that some conclusions rely on evidence of correlation, rather 
than of direct causation. These factors also account for the use of case studies among 
commentators on the impacts of welfare reform. 
 

1.7 The wider context for welfare reform: The impacts of welfare reform are difficult to 
isolate from wider factors such as changes in the housing market – for example, the 
growth of the private rented sector (PRS) and the intensification of competition for 
tenancies there as home ownership has become increasingly inaccessible to many 
Londoners, and the state of the wider economy and the labour market. The latter is of 
particular significance, because opportunities to secure and progress in work typically 
reduce reliance on welfare benefits, both for individuals and at a population level. 
 

1.8 Changes in and ongoing implementation of measures: The implementation of 
welfare reform measures introduced over the last nine years is ongoing. In particular, the 
roll out of Universal Credit is not expected to be complete until 2023, a date that has 
repeatedly pushed back over the last nine years. This means that not all potential 
impacts of welfare reform on homelessness have yet been felt. Moreover, welfare reform 
measures have been and remain subject to changes, as highlighted at paragraphs 2.2 
and 2.3. As measures have been and continue to be changed, so their impacts shift.  
 

1.9 Lack of current impact assessments: Many of the assessments of the impact of 
measures date from relatively soon after their implementation, leaving a shortage of 
intelligence on impacts over time. This is particularly significant because some early 
intelligence highlighted the extent to which the impacts of measures had been 
mitigated or accommodated in ways that would not necessarily be sustainable over time 
(for example, by reducing household expenditure or borrowing money), as noted in 
paragraph 1.10. In addition, official and other impact assessments have typically not 
been revised in the light of the changes to measures introduced over time highlighted at 
paragraph 1.8. 
 

1.10 Factors that cushion or accommodate impacts: Government intended the impact of 
welfare reforms to drive certain behavioural responses – for example, the Benefit Cap 
was designed to encourage claimants to enter employment or increase the hours they 
worked, the Bedroom Tax to prompt downsizing, and changes to LHA to result in 
tenants negotiating rent reductions with landlords or moving to cheaper 
accommodation. But there is evidence of claimants adopting behavioural responses to 
some measures that cushioned impacts that might otherwise have resulted in 
homelessness – for example, reducing expenditure on food or utilities, or borrowing 
money from family or friends2. Such responses make it more difficult to trace where 
reform measures have contributed to homelessness or its risk. 

                                                 
2 See, for example, the following assessments: 
Ipsos MORI and the Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research (CCHPR). Commissioned by the 
National Housing Federation (NHF). Welfare Reform Impact Assessment: final report. January 2015. 
Rezina Chowdhury and Natalie Cass, GfK NOP Qualitative Social Research. Commissioned by Shelter. The 
experiences of families claiming Housing Benefit during a time of cuts and changes to benefits: A report on a 
longitudinal study on behalf of Shelter. January 2014. 
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1.11 Moreover, the Government has itself consistently recognised the need to ease the initial 

impact of welfare reforms on claimants’ ability to cover their housing costs by making 
available an enhanced budget for Discretionary Housing Payments (DHPs). These are 
amounts awarded by local authorities to those claiming Housing Benefit or the housing 
support element of Universal Credit to help them meet their housing costs, typically on 
a short-term basis. The national budget for these payments increased from £20 million a 
year throughout the decade prior to 2011/123, to £140 million in 2013/14. Figure 1 
shows the level of the budget for local authorities since 2011/124. 
 

 
1.12 Several studies document the impact of DHP funding in mitigating or deferring the 

negative impacts of welfare reform on benefit claimants5. It is noteworthy that, as 
Figure 1 shows, London’s share of the national DHP budget was greatest between 
2012/13 and 2014/15. This coincided with the bulk of impact assessment of welfare 
reforms – something that may mean assessments do not capture in full the adverse 
impacts of welfare reform in London.  
 

                                                 
Learning and Work Institute (LWI). Commissioned by the LGA. The local impacts of welfare reform: A review of the 
impacts of welfare changes on people, communities and services. October 2017. 
3 House of Commons Library. Briefing Paper Number 6899. Discretionary Housing Payments. 25 July 2018. 
4 DWP. Housing Benefit Circulars S2/2011, S10/2011, S6/2013, S1/2014, S1/2015, S1/2016, S3/2017, S1/2018 
and S1/2019. 
5 See, for example:  
Rezina Chowdhury and Natalie Cass, GfK NOP Qualitative Social Research. Commissioned by Shelter. The 
experiences of families claiming Housing Benefit during a time of cuts and changes to benefits: A report on a 
longitudinal study on behalf of Shelter. January 2014. 
National Institute of Economic and Social Research (NIESC). Commissioned by the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission (EHRC). The impact of welfare reform and welfare-to- work programmes: an evidence review. March 
2018. 
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC). Final findings report: welfare conditionality project, 2013-2018. 
LWI. Commissioned by the LGA. The local impacts of welfare reform: A review of the impacts of welfare changes on 
people, communities and services. October 2017. 
Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research (CRESR), Sheffield Hallam University. Commissioned by the 
DWP. Monitoring the impact of recent measures affecting Housing Benefit and Local Housing Allowances in the 
private rented sector: the response of landlords. July 2014. 
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1.13 The nature of data from the Department for Work and Pensions and others: 
Data from the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) relates to households 
receiving particular benefits in given areas at specific points in time, but it does not 
identify where households are receiving multiple benefits, nor does it track claimants’ 
moves between areas and/or benefits. This makes it difficult to gauge the cumulative 
impact of reforms or chart any moves that claimants may make in response to this 
impact. 

 
1.14 Although the roll out of Universal Credit began in 2013, data on Universal Credit only 

started to indicate whether claimants were receiving the housing support element of the 
benefit (which is replacing Housing Benefit) in August 2015. Thus, there is no robust 
data on the total number of households receiving help with their housing costs through 
the welfare system between summer 2013 and summer 2015. However, the number of 
households in London receiving Universal Credit during that period was small6. 

 
1.15 DWP data on households receiving the housing support element of Universal Credit is 

less detailed than data on households receiving Housing Benefit. This means that the 
picture of households receiving help with housing costs is less detailed for the growing 
number of those households who are receiving Universal Credit than for households 
receiving Housing Benefit – something that limits scope for comparison between the 
two cohorts. 

 
1.16 Most significantly for the purposes of this assessment, there is no link between DWP 

data on the number and profile of households receiving different benefits and other 
sources data of on the number and profile of households who experience homelessness, 
or phenomena that can contribute to it, including arrears and eviction.  

  

                                                 
6 DWP data on households receiving Universal Credit, available on Stat-Xplore, shows that there were 5,120 
households in London receiving Universal Credit in August 2015. 
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2. Background 

 
The origins of and evolution of welfare reform 

 
2.1 Changes to the welfare system were first proposed in 2010, by the Conservative and 

Liberal Democrat coalition Government that took power that year, following the first UK 
election to take place after the 2008 financial crisis. That Government’s 2010 
consultation document, 21st Century Welfare, and its subsequent White Paper, Universal 
Credit: welfare that works, set out welfare changes and cuts intended to reduce growing 
expenditure on benefits. 
 

2.2 The coalition Government and its immediate successor sought to intensify some of the 
original measures and to introduce further, more stringent reforms, in order to reduce 
spending on welfare. These changes were announced at Autumn Statements and 
Budgets in 2012 and 2015, and the 2015 Spending Review. The most significant were: 
further restrictions to increases in LHA, followed by a four-year freeze in rates; a 
lowering of the Benefit Cap; and changes to Universal Credit that diluted the original 
emphasis on making work pay. The Government also announced plans to remove 18 to 
21-year olds’ automatic entitlement to the housing support element of Universal Credit 
and to apply LHA rates to Housing Benefit and the housing support element of 
Universal Credit for social sector tenants.  

 
2.3 The current Government has retreated from some of the measures announced by the 

previous Government and introduced provisions intended to smooth the transition to 
Universal Credit. However, the original reform measures remain intact. 
 

The primary housing-related welfare reform measures 
 
2.4 The welfare reforms pursued by successive governments over the last nine years have 

delivered the bulk of their savings by changes to Tax Credits (and the equivalent 
element of Universal Credit) and benefits for those with disabilities7, as these are the 
parts of the welfare system that account for the majority of spending on benefits. But 
welfare reform has also resulted in major changes to benefits intended to cover housing 
costs. Some measures have resulted in large reductions in these benefits for certain 
groups of claimants. The measures that have resulted in the largest reductions in 
claimants’ benefits for covering housing costs have had a disproportionate impact on 
London8. 

 
2.5 One assessment found that the average reduction in benefits expenditure resulting from 

all welfare reform measures planned as at March 2016 was expected to be £4.25 billion 
per annum for London, compared to between £1.3 billion for the North East (where the 
reduction was least) and £3.6 billion in the North West, the region to see the second 

                                                 
7 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Funded by the JRF and Oxfam. The uneven impact of welfare reform: the 

financial losses to places and people. March 2016. 
8 Policy in Practice. The cumulative impacts of welfare reform: a national picture. August 2017. 
CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Funded by the JRF and Oxfam. The uneven impact of welfare reform: the 
financial losses to places and people. March 2016. 
LWI. Commissioned by the LGA. The local impacts of welfare reform: A review of the impacts of welfare changes on 
people, communities and services. October 2017. 
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largest loss9. This is the case because of the capital’s high housing costs, particularly in 
the PRS; the scale of that sector; and - linked to those two things and other factors - 
the relatively large proportion of the capital’s residents who claim benefits10. 
 

2.6 The key measures with the potential to affect Londoners’ ability to secure and sustain 
housing, noted in paragraph 1.3, are described in more detail below. 

 
Changes to Local Housing Allowance 
 
2.7 LHA is the sum available to benefit claimants to help with the cost of accommodation in 

the private rented sector (PRS), through either Housing Benefit or the housing support 
element of Universal Credit that is replacing Housing Benefit. The changes to LHA fall 
into two main types: the first set related to the way in which awards are determined; 
and the second to the way in which awards have been adjusted since the first set of 
changes took effect. 

 
2.8 The way in which awards are determined was changed as follows: 

• Basic rates of LHA were adjusted downward from the median market rent for a 
given size of home within a Broad Rental Market Area (BRMA)11 to the 30th 
percentile, with effect from April 2011, although existing claimants did not move 
to new rates for up to 20 months after that date.  

• At the same time, these rates were further capped at between £250 and £400 a 
week, depending on the size of the property, with the result that basic rates stood 
at less than the 30th percentile of market rent in some BRMAs covering areas of 
London with the highest rents. 

• Also with effect from April 2011, the LHA rate for homes with five or more 
bedrooms was abolished. So, the maximum award to any claimant living in a home 
with four or more bedrooms was based on the 30th percentile of market rent for 
four-bedroom homes within the BRMA, then further subject to a cap of £400 a 
week. 

• The final change to take effect in April 2011 meant that, where the rent for a 
property fell short of the maximum LHA rate for the property size and BRMA, a 
claimant’s LHA award would not exceed their rent. This reversed a provision 
introduced in 2008, whereby a claimant’s award could exceed by up to £15 a 
week any rental charge that was less than the maximum LHA rate. 

• With effect from January 2012, the provision that limited awards to single 
claimants under 25 without children to the Shared Accommodation Rate (SAR) 
irrespective of the nature of their accommodation was extended to single 
claimants under 35 without children. Some single claimants aged 25 to 34 were 
exempted from the SAR, including those who have spent a minimum of three 
months in hostels and those who have spent time in prison. 

 

                                                 
9 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Funded by the JRF and Oxfam. The uneven impact of welfare reform: the 
financial losses to places and people. March 2016. 
10 LWI. Commissioned by the LGA. The local impacts of welfare reform: A review of the impacts of welfare changes 
on people, communities and services. October 2017. 
11 BRMAs are the geographical areas over which LHA rates are calculated. There are 14 within London. Five local 
authorities fall within a single BRMA, but most sit across two or three BRMAs and three local authorities across 
four BRMAs. 
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2.9 The way in which awards increased from the new baselines established in April 2011 
changed as follows: 

• With effect from April 2011, annual uprating of both rates and the caps on rates 
highlighted above replaced monthly uprating. 

• With effect from April 2013, rates and caps were increased in line with CPI, rather 
than in line with local rental inflation. 

• With effect from April 2014, rates and caps were increased by one per cent 
annually. 

• Also with effect from April 2014, provision known as Targeted Affordability 
Funding (TAF) came into effect. This allowed rates and caps to be introduced by 
more than one per cent, but no more than three per cent, in BRMAs where rents 
had increased most steeply. 

• With effect from April 2016, rates were frozen for four years, but with continuing 
TAF provision enabling some increases in LHA rates (but not the caps on rates) in 
BRMAs where rents increased most steeply. 

• In April 2018 and 2019, TAF-driven increases were applied not just to LHA rates 
but also to the caps to which LHA rates are subject – a shift that meant the 
increases in LHA rates that resulted from TAF were more widespread in London 
than in previous years. 

 
2.10 In London, TAF provision to some extent countered the downward pressure that these 

measures were intended to exert on LHA rates. However, rent increases in the capital far 
exceeded increases in the rest of the country over the last nine years12. This means that 
limiting increases in LHA rates to less than increases in rents delivered the greatest 
reduction in the real value of LHA rates in London. 
 

2.11 Overall, one assessment calculated that 237,000 households in London had lost a total 
of £490 million a year as a result of the changes to LHA that took place up to and 
including the financial year 2015/16. By comparison, it concluded that the numbers of 
households in other regions ranged between 72,000 in the North East and 191,000 in 
the North West and that the total losses to those households varied from £70 million a 
year in Wales and the North East to £200 million a year in the South East13. 

 
The Benefit Cap 
 
2.12 The Benefit Cap is a maximum ceiling on the total amount that households may receive 

in welfare benefits. Instituted through the Welfare Reform Act 2012, it was 
implemented with effect from summer 2013. As a result, households below State 
Pension age whose total benefit entitlement exceeded £500 a week, or £350 a week for 
single people, became subject to deductions from their Housing Benefit, or from the 
housing support element of their Universal Credit. The deductions were calculated to 
bring their total benefits award down to that level. However, households were exempt 
from these deductions in some cases – notably, if they were working sufficient hours to 

                                                 
12 The Valuation Office Agency’s (VOA’s) Index of Private Housing Rental Prices indicates that rents in London 
increased by 19.6 per cent between April 2011 and April 2019, while the increase in the rest of England was 13.6 
per cent. Between April 2011 and April 2017, the increases were 19.4 per cent and 10.6 per cent respectively. 
13 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Funded by the JRF and Oxfam. The uneven impact of welfare reform: the 
financial losses to places and people. March 2016. 
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be entitled to Working Tax Credits or receiving one of various benefits for disabled 
people. 
 

2.13 When the Benefit Cap first took effect, benefit claimants in London accounted for 
almost half of those across England, Wales and Scotland subject to the cap14. Capped 
households in London also tended to be subject to larger deductions than households 
elsewhere15.  
 

2.14 In line with an announcement in the 2015 Summer Budget, a lower Benefit Cap - of 
£442.31 a week, or £296.35 for single people in London16 - was introduced, with effect 
from late 2016 in the capital. Although the cap was lowered, the reduction was less for 
benefit claimants in London than elsewhere. The criteria for exemption were also 
extended to include households claiming benefits related to caring responsibilities. The 
lowering of the Benefit Cap not only meant that a far larger number of households were 
subject to it, but that capped households were less heavily concentrated in London. So, 
by February 2018, just over a year after the lower benefit cap was applied in London, 
the proportion of capped households who lived in London was just under a quarter of 
the total across England, Wales and Scotland17, compared to just under half with the 
higher cap. However, capped households in London remained more likely to be subject 
to the largest deductions18. 
 

The Bedroom Tax 
 
2.15 Prior to the introduction of welfare reform, the process of determining Housing Benefit 

awards for social rented sector tenants differed from the process for PRS tenants: for 
PRS tenants, the calculation took into account the size of home that the DWP 
considered the tenant’s household needed and capped the benefit award at the LHA 
rate for a home of that size, irrespective of whether the household was living in a larger 
home. By contrast, the DWP did not do so for social sector tenants. 
 

2.16 The Bedroom Tax, which came into effect in April 2013, introduced an assessment of 
the size of home needed by a tenant’s household into the assessment of claims for 
Housing Benefit, or the housing support element of Universal Credit, for social sector 
tenants of working age. It made provision for deductions from the awards of social 
sector tenants of working age living in homes larger than the DWP assessed their 
household needed. These deductions were set at 14 per cent of their total rent for 
tenants with one additional bedroom and 25 per cent for tenants with two or more19. 

                                                 
14 In December 2013, 47 per cent of households capped across England, Wales and Scotland were from London. 
DWP. Benefit cap statistics: Households capped to August 2018. 
15 Thirty-nine per cent of households capped in London in December 2013 were subject to deductions of more 
than £75 a week, compared to 31 per cent in the rest of England, Wales and Scotland. 
DWP. Amount of Benefit Capped (in bands) by Month and Country - Region - Local Authority. Stat-Xplore. 
16 Outside London, the cap was set at £384.62 a week, or £257.69 for single claimants. 
17 In February 2018, 23 per cent of households capped across England, Wales and Scotland were from London. 
DWP. Benefit cap statistics: Households capped to August 2018. 
18 Eight per cent of households capped in London in February 2018 were subject to deductions of more than £150 
a week, compared to two per cent in the rest of England, Wales and Scotland. 
DWP. Amount of Benefit Capped (in bands) by Month and Country - Region - Local Authority. Stat-Xplore. 
19 Deductions were made at those rents whether or not the benefit award covered only some of a claimant’s total 
rent. So, a tenant whose award amounted to 14 per cent of their rent and whom the DWP assessed to have one 
bedroom more than they needed would have all of their award removed.  
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The Government’s stated intention for the Bedroom Tax was to encourage downsizing 
in the social rented sector, and thereby reduce under-occupation20.  

 
2.17 Due to the profile of both social housing stock and tenants in the capital, the 

proportion of social sector tenants subject to the Bedroom Tax was lower in London 
than elsewhere in the country. So, at the end of the first financial year in which the 
Bedroom Tax was in force, around one in 10 of the claimants who were subject to 
deductions lived in the capital. This proportion is smaller than the proportion of all the 
social sector tenants claiming Housing Benefit across England, Wales and Scotland who 
lived in London (17 per cent). 
 

2.18 Despite the overall proportion of social sector Housing Benefit claimants subject to a 
deduction being lower than elsewhere, the proportion of that group who were subject 
to the higher deduction, because their home had two or more bedrooms more than the 
DWP assessed their household needed, was slightly higher in London than elsewhere. 
This group accounted for 20 per cent of those subject to a deduction, compared to 17 
per cent in Wales, Scotland and the rest of England21. Moreover, it seems that London 
tenants subject to the Bedroom Tax were subject to higher value deductions than those 
elsewhere: one assessment calculated that, as at March 2016, the Bedroom Tax resulted 
in an average annual loss of £1,034 per household affected in London, compared to 
between £625 in the North East and £921 in the South East22. 

 
Universal Credit 
 
2.19 Universal Credit is replacing a series of separate benefits, including Housing Benefit. It 

does not itself change the sums available to claimants to help with housing costs. 
However, it operates very differently from the benefits it is replacing. There are several 
respects in which Universal Credit may affect claimants’ capacity to secure and sustain 
housing.  
 

2.20 Time between assessment and award: Under Universal Credit, it typically takes 
longer for claimants to receive awards than was the case with Housing Benefit, which 
may make landlords more reluctant to let to them. Universal Credit awards were initially 
paid to claimants at least six weeks after they made a claim. This period was reduced to 
at least five weeks by a change announced in the 2017 Autumn Budget23. Another 
measure announced in this Budget sought to smooth the transition to Universal Credit 
for claimants already receiving Housing Benefit, by allowing then to continue receiving 
Housing Benefit for a fortnight after claiming Universal Credit. But a longer period 
between claim and award remains characteristic of Universal Credit and can result in 
claimants accruing arrears. Delays in processing Universal Credit claims remain relatively 

                                                 
20 The Government’s Impact Assessment for the Bedroom Tax stated “Where claimants are currently living in 
accommodation which is considered too large for their needs, the Housing Benefit restriction will provide an 
incentive to move to more suitably sized accommodation. This will free-up accommodation for households living in 
overcrowded accommodation…” 
DWP. Housing Benefit: Under occupation of social housing impact assessment. August 2013. 
21 DWP. Housing Benefit claimants: National - Regional - Admin LA by Month and Number of Spare Rooms. Stat-
Xplore. 
22 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Funded by the JRF and Oxfam. The uneven impact of welfare reform: the 
financial losses to places and people. March 2016. 
23 The change removed a provision whereby those who claimed Universal Credit would only be treated as eligible 
for any award seven days after the date of their claim. 
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common24, despite some improvements in processing times. 
 

2.21 Monthly assessment and award model: Universal Credit involves assessing a 
claimant’s need month by month, based on evidence from a single point in time within 
that month25. This approach can be problematic. Reliance on evidence from a single 
point within the month can mean that claimants do not receive the same help with their 
housing costs across the month as they would have under Housing Benefit26,27. 
 

2.22 Monthly payment can make budgeting more difficult, because low-income households 
typically budget over time periods shorter than a month28. 
 

2.23 Direct payment of awards to claimants: Universal Credit defaults to direct payment 
of awards to claimants. Claimants or landlords who wish to secure payment to landlords 
must do so via the DWP, rather than through a local authority Housing Benefit service, 
and it is often difficult to secure arrangements for direct payment – especially if a 
claimant is not already in arrears29. This can leave Universal Credit claimants at greater 
risk of arrears than their counterparts receiving Housing Benefit – particularly for local 
authority tenants, whose Housing Benefit awards were paid directly to their landlord. 
 

2.24 Lower awards: The amount to which some claimants are entitled, from elements of 
Universal Credit other than housing support, is lower than it would have been from the 
benefits that Universal Credit is replacing. The extent to which this is the case has 
fluctuated with changes in the relative generosity of Universal Credit. It also varies 
considerably between different groups30. But where claimants are entitled to less under 
Universal Credit, they are less likely to be able to meet housing costs not covered by the 

                                                 
24 In 2017, one quarter of all new payments and 24 per cent of housing support payments were also not paid in full 
and on time. 
NAO. Rolling out Universal Credit. HC 1123. June 2018. 
Twenty-nine per cent of respondents to the Tower Hamlets Universal Credit study reported that it took more than 
five to six weeks from application to first award. 
Mayor of London, Audience Net, and London Borough of Tower Hamlets. Tower Hamlets: Universal Credit Study. 
Quantitative Findings. June 2019. 
25 This differs from Housing Benefit, where assessment calculated a claimant’s average weekly income at the point 
of application, based on recent evidence, and the claimant’s award was adjusted in response to any changes in 
income. 
26 For example, because they receive back pay, are paid early due to a Bank Holiday, or receive a final salary 
payment from a job that they have just lost. 
Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG). Rough justice: problems with monthly assessment of pay and circumstances in 
universal credit, and what can be done about them. August 2018. 
Shelter. From the frontline: Universal Credit and the broken housing safety net. August 2019. 
27 CPAG. Rough justice: problems with monthly assessment of pay and circumstances in universal credit, and what 
can be done about them. August 2018. 
Also, 45 per cent of claimants surveyed in the Tower Hamlets Universal Credit study reported that their payments 
varied from month to month, making it difficult to budget. 
Mayor of London, Audience Net, and London Borough of Tower Hamlets. Tower Hamlets: Universal Credit Study - 
Quantitative Findings June 2019. 
28 Yvette Hartfree. ‘Universal Credit: the impact of monthly payments on low income households’. Journal of 
Poverty and Social Justice. Volume 22, Number 1, February 2014. 
Ipsos MORI and the CCHPR. Commissioned by the NHF. Welfare reform impact assessment: Final report - January 
2015. 
Mayor of London, Audience Net, and London Borough of Tower Hamlets. Tower Hamlets: Universal Credit Study - 
Quantitative Findings June 2019. 
29 Shelter. From the frontline: Universal Credit and the broken housing safety net. August 2019. 
30 Policy in Practice. The cumulative impacts of welfare reform: a national picture. August 2017. 
Landman Economics. Commissioned by the GLA. Cumulative Impact Assessment of Welfare Reform in London. July 
2019. 

https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/tpp/jpsj;jsessionid=158a3wbuousk0.x-ic-live-02
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/tpp/jpsj;jsessionid=158a3wbuousk0.x-ic-live-02
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housing support element of their Universal Credit award (for example, as a result of 
changes to LHA or because they are subject to the Benefit Cap and/or the Bedroom 
Tax) from the rest of their Universal Credit award31. 
 

2.25 Sanctions: The use of sanctions where claimants fail to meet specific requirements, 
typically related to preparing for or seeking work, has been intensified in recent years 
and is a particular feature of Universal Credit32. Where sanctions are applied, claimants 
may be less able to pay their rent - because awards of Housing Benefit or housing 
support conditional on other benefits have been stopped, or because they can no longer 
rely on other benefits income to cover any shortfall between their rent and the benefits 
they receive to cover housing costs. 
 

2.26 Even in 2015, when a very small proportion of benefit claimants were receiving 
Universal Credit, one national survey of people using homelessness services found that 
21 per cent of respondents reported that they had become homeless as the result of 
being sanctioned33. This causal effect may in turn reflect the disproportionate 
application of sanctions to cohorts of benefit claimants already at greater risk of 
homelessness, including single parents, those who are disabled and young people34. 
 

2.27 Repayments: Universal Credit claimants are not only more likely to experience 
deductions from their benefits not only because of sanctions, but also as a result of 
Universal Credit’s provision for repayments to the DWP (for example, due to advance 
awards or overpayments) and/or third parties, such as a landlord, a local authority 
Council Tax department, or a utility company35. This impact of this provision is relatively 
widespread because routine waits for an award (see paragraph 2.20 above) mean that 
60 per cent of those claiming Universal Credit seek an advance payment36. 
 

2.28 There is evidence from two 2017 national surveys of landlords that Universal Credit also 
leaves landlords more reluctant to let to benefit claimants. In one by the National 
Landlords’ Association (NLA), 80 per cent of respondents reported that were unwilling 
to tenants receiving Housing Benefit or the housing support element of Universal 
Credit, up from 66 per cent in 201337. In a survey by the Residential Landlords’ 
Association (RLA), eight per cent of respondents who let properties in London indicated 
that they would be willing to let to tenants receiving Universal Credit38. Although they 

                                                 
31 Although transitional protection is a feature of plans to migrate existing benefit claimants to Universal Credit, it 
will only apply to those whose migration to Universal Credit is managed, and not to those who are obliged to make 
a claim because of a change in circumstances; and the additional sums paid will not increase in line with increases 
in benefits and so its value will decrease over time. Some claimants will also cease to be eligible for transitional 
protection - for example, due to changes in their circumstances or because they come off and go back onto 
Universal Credit. 
32 NIESC. Commissioned by the EHRC. The impact of welfare reform and welfare-to- work programmes: an 
evidence review. March 2018. 
ESRC. Final findings report: welfare conditionality project, 2013-2018. 
33 Elaine Batty, Christina Beatty, Rionach Casey, Mike Foden, Lindsey McCarthy, Kesia Reeve, CRESR, Sheffield 
Hallam University. Commissioned by Crisis. Homeless people’s experiences of welfare conditionality and benefit 
sanctions. December 2015. 
34 Work and Pensions Committee, House of Commons. Benefit Sanctions. 6 November 2018. 
35 Such debts can be recovered from Universal Credit awards at a maximum of rate of 40 per cent of the total 
award (to be reduced to 30 per cent from October 2019), a larger proportion than could be deducted from the 
benefits that it is replacing. 
36 NAO. Rolling out Universal Credit: Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General. June 2018.   
37 NLA. Website article ‘Two in ten landlords willing to house Universal Credit tenants’. 18 October 2017. 
38 Tom Simcock, the RLA. Welfare Reform and Universal Credit: The impact on the private rented sector. August 
2017. Data on London landlords’ responses provided by the RLA. 

https://research.rla.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Welfare-Reform-and-Universal-Credit-The-impact-on-the-private-rented-sector-2017.pdf
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are not directly comparable, there figures contrast markedly with a national survey of 
PRS landlords conducted in 2010, in which 47% per cent of respondents indicated that 
they were willing to let to tenants receiving Housing Benefit39. 
 

2.29 In addition to the measures above, reform measures introduced in 2014 limited access 
to Housing Benefit for European Economic Area (EEA) nationals – initially indirectly, by 
introducing more rigorous qualification criteria for Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA), and 
then directly by ending the automatic entitlement of EEA nationals claiming JSA to 
Housing Benefit. This has had a particular impact of the ability of EEA nationals in 
London to secure and sustain housing. 
 

  

                                                 
39 Department for Communities and Local Government. Private Landlords Survey 2010. 
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3. Impact on help with housing costs available through 
the benefits system 

 

Introduction 
 
3.1 This section demonstrates the extent to which changes to LHA, the Benefit Cap and the 

Bedroom Tax have eroded the spending power of benefits claimants in relation to 
housing costs. It draws on an analysis, commissioned by the GLA and completed by 
Landman Economics, of the cumulative impacts of changes in all Londoners’ incomes 
over the period 2010 to 2022 that are a result of changes to the tax and benefits 
systems over that period. The analysis is available at 
https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/welfare-reform-2019 and includes an account of 
the methodology used. Landman Economics completed further analysis to establish the 
impact on incomes of Londoners claiming Housing Benefit or the housing support 
element of Universal Credit. A summary of this is appended. 

 

Local Housing Allowance 
 
3.2 The assessment shows that private sector tenants claiming Housing Benefit, including 

those with some earnings who are receiving an award that covers part of their rent, will 
be receiving an average of £1,400 less a year in by 2020/21 than would have been the 
case without the changes in LHA introduced over the last nine years40. This reduction, 
which is prior to any deductions applied to reflect the Benefit Cap, is affecting around 
250,00041 claimants in London. 
 

3.3 This decrease contrasts strongly with the upward trajectory in rents over that period. For 
example, between May 2010 and May 2019, private sector rents in London rose by an 
average of 23 per cent42; and the median rent for two-bedroom private rented property 
in London advertised in 2018/19 was £6,600 a year more than for two-bedroom homes 
advertised over the period July 2010 to July 201143.  

 
3.4 The extent of reductions in claimants’ Housing Benefit awards – and thus in the 

shortfalls they faced between awards and market rents – varies significantly by location, 
household type and the size of home required, and whether a claimant is subject to the 
SAR. 
 

3.5 In terms of location, the average reduction in Housing Benefit for PRS tenants between 
May 2010 and 2020/21 ranges from £3,950 a year less in Inner East and Inner North 
London BRMAs to £350 a year less in the Outer East and Outer North East London 
BRMAs, the two BRMAs in which reductions are lowest. 
 

3.6 Although small sample sizes mean that the assessment commissioned by the GLA 
cannot reliably calculate the scale of losses for single claimants without children and 
aged 25 to 34, this group’s losses are some of the largest. They were entitled to 

                                                 
40 This calculation assumes that LHA rates will increase between 2019/20 and 2020/21 in line with the increases 
that TAF has delivered over the two years prior to that and by a further one per cent. 
41 DWP. Stat-Xplore. Housing Benefit caseload. Households on Universal Credit with housing entitlement in PRS. 
March 2018. 
42 VOA. Index of Private Housing Rental Prices. 
43 VOA. Private Rental Market Statistics. 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/welfare-reform-2019
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Housing Benefit for self-contained accommodation, but then restricted to help only 
with a room in shared accommodation. 
 

3.7 To provide further insight into the widening gaps between rents and LHA rates for PRS 
tenants receiving Housing Benefit or the housing support element of Universal Credit, 
the charts in Appendix 1 set out changes in LHA rates over the last nine years - for 
homes with different numbers of bedrooms and in each of London’s BRMAs - relative to 
rents for PRS properties of those sizes in the local authorities that fall within each 
BRMA. 
 

3.8 This comparison should be treated with caution for two reasons. First, the data on rents 
excludes homes for which tenants receive Housing Benefit or the housing support 
element of Universal Credit. Second, it is based on annual snapshots of rent levels for a 
selection or properties on the rental market, rather than for a fixed group of homes. This 
means it cannot reliably show trends in rents in an area over time, although it does 
provide a useful indication of rent levels in a given year. 
 

3.9 However, it does demonstrate the extent to which shortfalls between LHA rates and 
market rents have become the norm and the growing scale of those shortfalls. For 
example, in 2010/11, the median rent for a two bedroom flat in 36 of 68 different areas 
equalled or exceeded LHA rates. The shortfalls in the remaining 32 areas averaged 
£2,017 a year. By 2018/19, the median rent for a two-bedroom flat equalled or 
exceeded LHA rates in only four of 68 areas and shortfalls averaged £4,625 a year.  
 

3.10 It is important to note that PRS tenants receiving Housing Benefit or the housing 
support element of Universal Credit who are subject to the Benefit Cap will have 
experienced reductions in their awards greater than those outlined at paragraphs 3.2 to 
3.5. Reductions resulting from the Benefit Cap are considered in the following section. 

 

Benefit Cap 
 
3.11 The assessment commissioned by the GLA shows that, as a result of the Benefit Cap, 

benefit claimants subject to the cap were receiving an average of £5,450 a year less by 
2020/21 than they were in May 201044. 
 

3.12 The extent of deductions resulting from the Benefit Cap varies significantly by tenure, 
location and household type. Again, small sample sizes mean that the assessment 
commissioned by the GLA cannot calculate the average losses for capped households by 
tenure. However, the average losses for Housing Benefit claimants in the PRS are much 
greater than for those the social rented sector.  
 

Social Sector Size Criteria 
 
3.13 The assessment commissioned by the GLA shows that, social sector tenants claiming 

Housing Benefit who are subject to the Bedroom Tax are receiving an average of £1,050 
a year less.  

 
3.14 This amount equates to 19 per cent of the average annual rent for general needs social 

rented homes let by London local authorities during 2016/17 and 16 per cent of the 

                                                 
44 This figure is based on a small sample (of 77 households) in the Family Resources Survey and so should be 
treated as indicative. 
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average annual rent for general needs social rented homes let by housing associations in 
London during the same period45. 

 
3.15 Looking across the three measures, the cumulative impact generates the largest losses 

for private tenants receiving Housing Benefit and subject to the Benefit Cap.   

                                                 
45 Calculated using rent data from the MHCLG. Social Lettings Local Authority Live Tables 2016-17. 
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4. Direct impacts on homelessness 
 
4.1 This section examines evidence around causes and indicators of homelessness that may 

relate to reductions in the level of benefits available to Londoners to help with housing 
costs. 
 

Arrears 
 
4.2 Welfare reform measures prompted concern from housing providers and campaigning 

organisations alike that the extent and level of rent arrears would increase. Any such 
increase has the potential to contribute to homelessness by increasing the risk and rate 
of tenants being evicted. This relates in particular to the presumption of direct payment 
of benefits intended to assist with rent payments to tenants (combined with monthly 
awards in the case of Universal Credit) and the greater shortfalls between rents and help 
available. A near trebling, over the last decade, in the number of calls to the National 
Debtline related to rent arrears46 substantiates these concerns.  

 
4.3 Arrears in the PRS: Any impact of welfare reform on rent arrears in London would be 

likely to affect social rented sector tenants less severely than those in the PRS. First, the 
shortfalls between benefits awards and private sector rent levels resulting from changes 
to LHA and the Benefit Cap are greatest in the capital. Second, the proportion of social 
rented sector tenants in London affected by the Bedroom Tax is lower than elsewhere in 
the country. However, it is difficult to assess whether this is the case because routine 
data on the extent of arrears in the PRS is not available. 
 

4.4 Therefore, it is necessary to rely on surveys looking at the impacts of welfare reform on 
tenants and landlords in the PRS. These surveys suggest that welfare reform has fuelled 
arrears. For example, 47 per cent of landlords surveyed as part of the DWP-
commissioned assessment of the impacts of changes to LHA that was published in 2014 
reported that they had experienced an increase in arrears47. In the RLA’s national survey 
of 2,974 landlords published in summer 2017, 38 per cent of respondents reported that 
they let to tenants in receipt of Housing Benefit or housing support element of 
Universal Credit. Of those landlords, nearly half said that they had seen an increase in 
rent arrears48; and 38 per cent reported that they have experienced tenants on Universal 
Credit going into rent arrears in the past 12 months, with median arrears of £115049. 
 

4.5 Arrears in the social rented sector: Assessing changes in rent arrears in the social 
rented sector over the period of welfare reform is more feasible. However, routinely 
recorded data is only available at regional level for local authority-owned social rented 
housing, and not for housing association-owned social rented housing. Moreover, rates 
of arrears may reflect factors other than welfare reform, including employment rates, 
rental inflation, and the effectiveness of collection methods - especially given that the 

                                                 
46 Bill Tanner. ‘Help calls for rent arrears treble over 10 years’. 24Housing. September 2018. 
47 Christina Beatty, Ian Cole, Ryan Powell (Centre for Economic and Social Research); Peter Kemp (University of 
Oxford), Mike Brewer, Carl Emmerson, Andrew Hood and Robert Joyce (IFS). Commissioned by the DWP. Local 
Housing Allowance: monitoring the impact of changes. 2014. 
48 Dr Chris O’Leary, Dr Susan O’Shea & Professor Kevin Albertson, Policy Evaluation and Research Unit (PERU), 
Manchester Metropolitan University. Commissioned by the RLA. Homelessness and the Private Rented Sector. 
November 2018. 
49 Tom Simcock, the RLA. Welfare Reform and Universal Credit: The impact on the private rented sector. August 
2017. 

https://research.rla.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Welfare-Reform-and-Universal-Credit-The-impact-on-the-private-rented-sector-2017.pdf
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number of local authority tenants in London directly affected by the Bedroom Tax, the 
Benefit Cap or the introduction of Universal Credit is a small proportion of the overall 
total50. 

 
4.6 It is also likely that arrears resulting from welfare reform have been contained to some 

extent by the use of DHP and potentially also – at least for tenants whose rent is only 
partly covered by benefits - by the one per cent reduction in rents that Welfare Reform 
and Work Act 2016 required social landlords to make annually for four years from April 
2016. On the former, the data local authorities report to the DWP on how they have 
spent their DHP allocation shows that 21 per cent of the funding London local 
authorities awarded between 2013/14 and 2015/16 (i.e., the three years following the 
introduction of the Bedroom Tax), and 18 per cent of funding between 2013/14 and 
2017/18, was allocated to benefit claimants affected by the Bedroom Tax. These 
recipients were, by definition, living in the social rented sector51 

 
4.7 It is important to bear in mind these factors when considering data captured in Figure 2, 

which does not show an increase in arrears among local authority tenants since 
2010/11. However, the broad downward trend in arrears has not been sustained into 
2016/17 and 2017/18. This may reflect both the long-term impact of initial reforms, 
such as the Bedroom Tax, and that of more recent measures, such as the lower Benefit 
Cap and the roll out of Universal Credit – particularly given the evidence from surveys 
that focus specifically on social sector tenants affected by welfare reform measures, 
which is highlighted at paragraph 4.8.  

 
Figure 2: Local authority landlords’ rent arrears as a percentage of the rent roll, 
2009/10 to 2017/1852 

Year 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 

London 6 6.4 5.9 6 5.3 5.5 5.3 5.7 6.4 

England 4.9 4.8 3.8 4.6 4.4 4.4 3.9 4.2 4.3 

 
4.8 Assessments of the impact of the Bedroom Tax, carried out by the Government and 

others, found an increase in arrears among tenants subject to it53. Social landlords also 
reported an increase in response to surveys54. More recently, surveys of the impact of 
Universal Credit on social sector tenants have identified higher rates of arrears among 
Universal Credit claimants that are not entirely explained by previous arrears or the time 

                                                 
50 DWP data available on Stat-Xplore shows that, in August 2018 6,484 households in London living in social 
rented sector accommodation were subject to the Benefit Cap, accounting for less than one per cent of households 
in social rented housing receiving either Housing Benefit or the housing support element of Universal Credit; 
36,914 of the 709,749 Housing Benefit claimants in the social rented sector, or five per cent, were subject to the 
Bedroom Tax; and 48,777 households in the social rented sector were receiving the housing support element of 
Universal Credit. 
The Office for National Statistics’ (ONS’s) Labour Force Survey and the MHCLG’s data on dwelling stock and 
vacants suggests that there that there are currently between 750,000 and 800,000 households living in social 
rented housing in London. Assuming a mid-point of 775,000, less than one per cent of those households are 
subject to the Benefit Cap; five per cent are subject to deductions from Housing Benefit awards due to the 
Bedroom Tax; and six per cent are receiving Universal Credit. 
51 DWP. Summaries of DHP monitoring returns. 2013/14, 2014/15, 2015/16, 2016/17 and 2018/19 
52 MHCLG. Local Authority Housing Statistics. 2011/12 to 2017/18. Business Plan Statistical Appendix. 2010 and 
2011. 
53 Ipsos MORI and the CCHPR. Commissioned by the NHF. Welfare Reform Impact Assessment: final report. 
January 2015. 
Association of Retained Council Housing (ARCH) and the National Federation of ALMOs. Universal Credit – One 
Year On. June 2016. 
54 Grant Thornton. Easing the burden: The impact of welfare reform on local government and the social housing 
sector. May 2015. 
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taken to assess claims55,56. One survey found that although Universal Credit claimants’ 
arrears had fallen sharply ten weeks after their claim date, they began to worsen again 
around 40 weeks after this57.  

 
4.9 So, while routine data on arrears does not show a sustained increase in the social rented 

sector in recent years, these studies suggest that the incidence and level of arrears has 
increased among tenants who are subject to welfare reform measures. Evidence of a 
slight increase in rent arrears among local authority housing in 2016/17 and 2017/18 
may indicate that this impact is becoming more widespread. 
 

4.10 Arrears and Universal Credit: Studies cited at paragraphs 4.4 and 4.8 indicate a 
higher rate of arrears among tenants receiving Universal Credit in both the PRS and the 
social rented sector, while Citizens’ Advice recently reported that around half of those 
who sought their help with Universal Credit were behind on paying housing costs58. This 
suggests considerable potential for further increases in the incidence and level of arrears 
among tenants who claim benefits in both sectors, as migration to Universal Credit 
progresses over the next five years. That possibility may explain the views of 
respondents to the survey of local authorities conducted for the annual Homelessness 
Monitor reports prepared by Crisis and the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF): in 2015, 
73 per cent of local authority respondents anticipated that Universal Credit would 
increase homelessness, and by 2018, 90 per cent expected this it would do so59. 

 

Evictions 
 
4.11 Evictions from the PRS: It is important to note that, where a landlord gives them 

notice, PRS tenants may leave their accommodation without the landlord actually 
having to take possession of the property through the courts. They may also leave 
because they anticipate a rent increase they are unable to afford. Thus, data on 
evictions captures only a sub-set of those losing PRS accommodation. There is no 
definitive information on the relative scale of that sub-set, although comparing Ministry 
of Justice (MOJ) data on landlord possessions with English Housing Survey data on 
households who reported leaving PRS accommodation because their landlord asked 
them to do so suggests that landlord repossessions take place in about a third of cases 
where landlords end PRS tenancies60. 

 
4.12 Moreover, the data on cases where landlords took possession of privately rented homes 

is limited: MOJ data on possession warrants granted does not capture the reason for 
which a landlord sought possession of the property – for example, arrears or damage to 

                                                 
55 ARCH and the National Federation of ALMOs. Universal Credit – One Year On. June 2016. 
56 The Smith Institute. Commissioned by the London Borough of Southwark. Safe as Houses 2. September 2018. 
57 The Smith Institute. Commissioned by the London Borough of Southwark. Safe as Houses 2. September 2018. 
58 Frank Hobson, Emily Spoor and Lindsey Kearton. Citizens’ Advice. Managing Money on Universal Credit: How 
design and delivery of Universal credit affects how people manage their money. February 2019. 
59 Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Hal Pawson, Glen Bramley, Jenny Wood, Beth Watts, Mark Stephens and Janice 
Blenkinsopp, Institute for Social Policy, Environment and Real Estate (I-SPHERE) and The Urban Institute, Heriot-
Watt University; City Futures Research Centre, University of New South Wales. Commissioned by the JRF and 
Crisis. The homelessness monitor: England 2019. May 2019. 
60 According to MOJ stats there were 35,489 cases of private landlord or accelerated landlord possessions in 
London between 2014/15 and 2016/17, or around 12,000 a year. Over the same period, the English Housing 
Survey indicates that an average of 70,000 households in each year said that they had left a privately rented home 
in the previous two years because the landlord asked them to do so, suggesting an annual flow of 35,000. Taken 
together, these figures imply that formal repossessions capture about a third of cases in which the tenancy is 
ended at the behest of the landlord. 
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the property. It also records repossessions carried out under accelerated possession 
orders, which can be granted to either private or social sector landlords, without 
capturing the tenure of the landlord. However, comparing other sources of data on 
evictions from the social rented sector to MOJ data suggests that the accelerated 
possession orders granted over recent years have predominantly been granted to private 
landlords. 

 
4.13 Even with these caveats, the 199 per cent increase in the number of cases where 

landlords repossessed properties using accelerated and private landlord possession 
orders granted by London courts between 2009 and 2015 is striking and far exceeds the 
87 per cent increase in these types of repossessions in the rest of England over the 
same period (Figure 3) 61. Analysis commissioned by the JRF tallies with this data: it 
found that 62 per cent of repossessions using section 21 of the Housing Act 1988 over 
the past 12 years had taken place in London62. 

 

 
4.14 Although it is not possible to prove a conclusive link between welfare reform and 

growth in the number of evictions from the PRS seen between 2009 and 2015 using 
MOJ data, some other sources suggest a link. For example, a national survey of 
landlords conducted as part of the DWP-commissioned assessment of the impact of 
changes to LHA found that 42 per cent of London landlords had taken steps to end 
LHA claimants’ tenancies, including eviction, compared to 37 per cent nationally63 
 

4.15 More recently, the RLA’s national survey of 2,974 landlords published in summer 2017 
found that respondents who let to tenants in receipt of Housing Benefit or housing 
support element of Universal Credit were less likely to renew tenancies than landlords 
letting to tenants not using benefits to cover some or all of their rent. These landlords 
were also six times more likely than landlords who did not let to tenants using benefits 

                                                 
61 MOJ. Landlord possession data. 
62 CCHPR. Commissioned by the JRF. Poverty, evictions and forced moves. 2017. 
63 Christina Beatty, Ian Cole, Ryan Powell (CRESR); Peter Kemp (University of Oxford), Mike Brewer, Carl 
Emmerson, Andrew Hood and Robert Joyce (IFS). Commissioned by the DWP. Local Housing Allowance: 
monitoring the impact of changes. 2014. 
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to know that a tenant had become homeless following the end of their tenancy. Twenty 
per cent of these landlords reported that they had have taken action to evict, not renew 
or end tenancies because of the impact of the welfare reform64. 

 
4.16 While these surveys do suggest that welfare reform continues to fuel evictions from the 

PRS, it is important to note the fall in the number of warrants for accelerated and 
private landlord possession orders granted by London courts since 2015. One factor may 
be the slowing of rental inflation in London’s PRS: London saw rental inflation of 18.7 
per cent between January 2010 and December 2015, but 2.5 per cent between January 
2016 and December 201865. So, even though LHA rates have been frozen since April 
2016, the gaps between them and rents have typically grown less steeply in the last two 
and a half years than prior to that. A further explanation may lie in a phenomenon 
predicted some years ago by several London local authorities with the highest rental 
values: that evictions in their areas would slow once many of those at greatest risk of 
eviction had moved to areas with lower rents.  
 

4.17 Evictions from the social rented sector: In relation to evictions from the social 
rented sector, regional data for housing association stock is not available. Data on local 
authority evictions reported to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (MHCLG) shows that numbers in 2017/18 were slightly lower than those in 
2010/11 (Data is not available for 2009/10.), both in London and across the rest of 
England (Figure 4). However, outside London, there was a marked increase in such 
evictions between 2012/13 and 2013/14 that was not seen in the capital66. A broadly 
similar pattern is apparent in MOJ data on repossessions carried out through warrants 
granted specifically to social landlords, including housing associations (Figure 5)67. This 
may reflect the more widespread impact of the Bedroom Tax, introduced in April 2013, 
on tenants outside London. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
64 Dr Chris O’Leary, Dr Susan O’Shea & Professor Kevin Albertson, PERU, Manchester Metropolitan University. 
Commissioned by the RLA. Homelessness and the Private Rented Sector. November 2018. 
65 VOA. Index of Private Housing Rental Prices. 
66 MHCLG. Local Authority Housing Statistics. 2011/12 to 2017/18. Business Plan Statistical Appendix. 2010 and 
2011. 
67 MOJ. Local authority possession data. 
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4.18 Other factors may explain the relative stability of evictions from the social rented sector 

in recent years. First, households in social rented accommodation subject to the Benefit 
Cap are unlikely to be able to secure cheaper accommodation and landlords are 
therefore often reluctant to evict them. Second, findings from assessments of the 
impact of the Bedroom Tax suggest that tenants subject to deductions from their 
Housing Benefit or the housing support element of their Universal Credit award have 
tended to absorb this additional cost by reducing spending on other areas, borrowing 
money or applying for DHP68. They have been less likely to seek to move, in part 
because of barriers to moving to smaller accommodation69. Third, annual reductions of 
one per cent in social rents since April 2016 may have somewhat eased pressure on 
those facing shortfalls between their rent and their benefits entitlement. 
 

4.19 Despite this relative stability in evictions, some recent evidence seems to suggest a 
higher rate of evictions among local authority tenants claiming Universal Credit than 
those claiming Housing Benefit. Inside Housing gathered data on evictions over the 
previous three years from 38 local authority landlords. This showed that one in 103 
tenants claiming Universal Credit had been evicted, compared to one in 607 tenants 
claiming Housing Benefit 70. This suggests that evictions from social housing, as well as 
the PRS, may increase as Universal Credit is rolled out. 
 
 

                                                 
68 The data local authorities report to the DWP on how they have spent their DHP allocation show that 18 per cent 
of the funding London local authorities awarded between 2013/14 and 2017/18 was allocated to benefit 
claimants affected by the Bedroom Tax – and 21 per cent in the three years following their introduction. The 
proportions in the rest of England were much higher: 46 per cent between 2013/14 and 2017/18 and 54 per cent 
in the three years following the introduction of the Bedroom Tax. 
69 NIESC. Commissioned by the EHRC. The impact of welfare reform and welfare-to- work programmes: an 

evidence review. March 2018. 
Ipsos MORI and the CCHPR. Commissioned by the NHF. Welfare Reform Impact Assessment: final report. January 
2015. 
70 Nathaniel Barker. ‘Starting to bite: How Universal Credit is making people homeless’. Inside Housing. 14 
December 2018. 
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Homeless households seeking help from London local authorities 
 
4.20 Along with rent arrears and evictions, a further proxy for the number of households 

facing or experiencing homelessness is the number of households seeking assistance 
from local authorities on this basis. This is an imperfect indicator, since clearly not all 
households facing or experiencing homelessness will seek assistance from a local 
authority - due to lack of awareness, the expectation that they may receive little help, 
or the scope and capacity for securing alternative accommodation without the 
intervention of a local authority.  
 

4.21 Moreover, prior to the commencement of the Homelessness Reduction Act in April 
2018, some households facing or experiencing homelessness were entitled to very 
limited assistance from a local authority. But data reported to Government by local 
authorities indicated that they have assisted a large and growing number of these 
households over the last nine years, both in London and across the rest of England. The 
charts below (Figures 6 and 7) show the number of homeless households for whom local 
authorities have accepted a duty to secure accommodation under the homelessness 
legislation, as well as the number of households whose homelessness they have been 
able to prevent or relieve outside that legislation71. 
 

 
 

                                                 
71 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness and homelessness prevention and relief. Table 774: Reason for loss of last 
settled home – England and London. Table 792: Homelessness Prevention and Relief - Financial Years: 2009/10 - 
2017/18. 
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4.22 It is striking that the overall number of households facing or experiencing homelessness 
who received these different forms of assistance from local authorities increased less 
steeply in London (by nine percent between 2009/10 and 2017/18) than in the rest of 
England (38 per cent over the same period). However, trends that sit beneath the 
overall increase in the number of households assisted by London local authorities do 
suggest that welfare reform has had an impact. 
 

4.23 First, the total number of households assisted by local authorities has decreased more 
steeply in London than in the rest of England over the last three or four years: by 10 per 
cent since 2013/14, compared to a two per cent fall in the rest of England. This is 
consistent both with the heavier impact of initial changes to LHA and the Benefit Cap in 
London, and with the prediction made by some Inner London local authorities that the 
numbers of homeless households approaching them for assistance would plateau as 
their districts became increasingly unaffordable to those dependent on benefits. 
Moreover, it does not seem to have been sustained since the implementation of the 
Homelessness Reduction Act 2017, in April 2018. Rather, early indications are that, as a 
wider range of households have become entitled to assistance, London local authorities 
are seeing increased demand for help72. 
 

4.24 Second, the number of households whom local authorities in London have accepted a 
duty to assist under the homelessness legislation has increased much more steeply than 
in the rest of England. It rose by 63 per cent between 2009/10 and 2017/18, compared 
to 35 per cent for authorities in the rest of England. This is despite a fall in the number 
of households to whom London local authorities accepted a duty between 2015/16 and 
2017/18, at the same time as the number of households to whom local authorities in 
the rest of England accepted a duty continued to increase. By contrast, the numbers of 
households whose homelessness was prevented by London local authorities fell (by 

                                                 
72 LSE. The Cost of Homelessness Services in London. October 2019. 
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three per cent over this period), compared to a 52 per cent increase in the rest of 
England. 
 

4.25 This suggests that London local authorities have become less able to prevent 
homelessness. This is consistent with a market where the scope for negotiating with 
landlords to ensure tenants can remain in their homes, resolving problems with Housing 
Benefit or the housing support element of Universal Credit, or securing alternative 
accommodation are diminished. The Temporary Accommodation Management Fee 
(TAMF) arrangements in place until April 2016, which combined with welfare benefits to 
provide Government subsidy for TA, may have compounded these pressures, given that 
they were less generous in London than outside the capital73. Figures 8 and 9 show that, 
as a proportion of homelessness prevention and relief outcomes secured by local 
authorities in London and in the rest of England between 2009/10 and 2017/18, 
outcomes that involved securing PRS accommodation decreased – more steeply and 
earlier for London authorities than for those in the rest of England74. 
 

 
 

                                                 
73 Under TAMF, local authorities received a management fee – of £40 a week in London and £60 elsewhere – for 
each TA placement, on top of Housing Benefit at levels up to and including 90 per cent of LHA rates in January 
2011 (i.e., before basic LHA rates were adjusted from the median to the 30th percentile of local market rents). This 
meant that the total public subsidy for TA was often higher than for other placements in PRS accommodation. 
74 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness tables. Detailed local authority level responses. 
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4.26 That welfare reform especially hampered London local authorities’ scope to prevent 

homelessness is further suggested by findings of the survey of local authorities 
conducted for the annual Homelessness Monitor reports published by Crisis and the 
JRF. Local authorities, especially London local authorities, pinpointed widening gaps 
between benefits and rents in the PRS as the key reason for their reduced ability to 
secure alternative accommodation for homeless households75. The National Audit Office 
(NAO)’s 2017 report on homelessness also drew a link between rising spending on TA in 
the five years to 2015/16 and a fall in spending on homelessness prevention76. 
 

4.27 Third, the proportion of households becoming homeless due to the termination of an 
Assured Shorthold Tenancy (AST) has increased more dramatically in London than in the 
rest of England, as Figure 10 shows77. In London, the proportion rose by more than 30 
percentage points between 2009/10 and its highest level in 2015/16, where in the rest 
of England, the increase was of about half that magnitude. Moreover, recent work by 
Shelter suggested that these figures under-represent the number of households 
becoming homeless from the PRS. In their experience of households seeking advice, it is 
not uncommon for households leaving PRS accommodation that they can no longer 
afford to move in with family or friends for a period. This means that they appear to 
become homeless because those hosts are no longer willing to accommodate them, 
rather than because a PRS tenancy was terminated78. 
 

                                                 
75 Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Hal Pawson, Glen Bramley, Steve Wilcox, Beth Watts & Jenny Wood, Institute for Social 
Policy, Environment and Real Estate (I-SPHERE), Heriot-Watt University; City Futures Research Centre, University 
of New South Wales. Commissioned by the JRF and Crisis. The homelessness monitor: England 2018. April 2018. 
76 NAO. Homelessness. September 2017. 
77 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness and homelessness prevention and relief. Table 774: Reason for loss of last 
settled home – England and London. 
78 Shelter. Green Book: 50 Years On. 2016. 
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4.28 Fourth, and probably allied to this shift, research by Shelter indicates that the 

proportion of homeless households who are in work has increased – and more so in 
London than across England (Figure 11). This suggests that homelessness is increasingly 
driven by issues of affordability79. 
 
Figure 11: Percentage of homeless households in temporary accommodation in 
work 

  November 2013 November 2017 

England 44 55 

London 47 60 

 
4.29 Finally, a recent national investigation by Inside Housing requested data from local 

authorities on the numbers of homeless households seeking assistance who were 
receiving Housing Benefit or the housing support element of Universal Credit. While 
many local authorities were unable to provide this information, the data received 
indicated that one in 79 households receiving Housing Benefit had become homeless, 
compared to one in 34 households receiving Universal Credit80. 
 

Homeless households in temporary accommodation provided by London 
local authorities 
 
4.30 As the number of households seeking assistance from local authorities has increased 

and the scope for local authorities to prevent or relieve their homelessness has been 
squeezed, the number of households spending time in TA has increased (Figure 12)81. 

                                                 
79 Shelter. In work, but out of a home. July 2018. 
80 Nathaniel Barker. ‘Starting to bite: How Universal Credit is making people homeless’. Inside Housing. 14 
December 2018. 
81 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness and homelessness prevention and relief. 
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The number of households in TA provided by London local authorities is far higher than 
the number in TA provided by local authorities in the rest of England, even though 
authorities in the rest of England accepted a duty for a far larger number of homeless 
households than London local authorities. (See Figures 6 and 7 and paragraphs 4.21 
and 4.22.) This is a function of households in TA provided by London local authorities 
remaining there for longer. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.31 The greater length of stays in TA provided by London local authorities reflects broad 

housing market pressures, particularly the availability of social rented accommodation, 
which remained the destination of 58 per cent of households who left TA provided by 
London local authorities in 2017/1882. However, since 2012, local authorities have been 
able to discharge their duty to homeless households with an offer of suitable private 
rented accommodation. The number of households in TA to whom London local 
authorities have discharged duty into the PRS has consistently been lower (as a 
proportion of the total number of households in TA at year end) than the number to 
whom local authorities in the rest of England have done so (Figure 13). 
 

4.32 This suggests that local authorities find it challenging to secure PRS tenancies for 
homeless households – a challenge that stems in part from the pressures that welfare 
reform exerts on the affordability of the PRS. Like the sharp decline in the prevention of 
homelessness by London local authorities, this underlines the particular difficulty of 
securing PRS accommodation in London.  
 

                                                 
82 MHCLG. Statutory Homelessness: Detailed local authority responses. April to June 2017, July to September 
2017, October to December 2017, and January to March 2018. 
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4.33 As well as being less likely to receive an offer of a PRS tenancy by way of discharge of 
duty, homeless households to whom London local authorities have accepted a duty are 
much more likely to be accommodated in the district of another local authority – as 
Figure 14 shows. The proportion increased from 10 per cent of the total in 2009/10 to 
36 per cent in 2016/17 and 2017/1883. 
 

 
 

4.34 The number and proportion of homeless households placed outside the capital by 
London local authorities has also increased. Government data for the period prior to 
April 2018 did not capture the location of TA where it was outside the area of the 
placing authority and so does not show the proportion of homeless households London 

                                                 
83 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness and homelessness prevention and relief. Temporary accommodation tables. 
Table 775: Type of Temporary Accommodation - London and England. 
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local authorities placed outside London. However, London local authorities voluntarily 
monitor this information. 
 

4.35 London local authorities’ data is not directly comparable to Government data for three 
reasons. First, rather than the number of households in TA at the end of a quarter, it 
records the number of placements made throughout a quarter. During a given quarter, 
some households may have been placed more than once - for example, where a short-
term placement in Bed and Breakfast (B&B) accommodation is followed by a move to 
self-contained PRS accommodation. Second, it covers all homeless households placed in 
accommodation, to meet the different duties identified in Figure 6 and paragraph 4.21 
above, not just those placed in TA after a local authority has accepted a duty to assist 
them. The data cannot be used to chart changes in the rate of placement outside 
London over the period of welfare reform, because of changes in reporting during that 
time. Third, the voluntary nature of the reporting, especially in combination with a 
scope different from the reporting Government has required, means that the data 
should be treated with some caution84. 
 

4.36 However, London local authorities’ monitoring does show that the small but significant 
proportion of homeless households placed outside London has increased over time, with 
a recent spike in the number of placements: 

• Of the 50,000 placements of homeless households outside their own districts 
between January 2012 and June 2014, just over 6 per cent were placed outside 
London85. 

• Of the 50,394 placements of homeless households outside their own districts 
between April 2016 and December 2018, just over 12 per cent were placed 
outside London. 

4.37 The proportion reached 15 per cent in the final quarter of 2018/19, although it fell to 
13 per cent in the second quarter and 12 per cent in the third 86. A link between the 
proportion of TA placements outside the district of the placing authority and welfare 
reform is suggested by the extent to which the proportion tends to be higher in areas 
with higher rental values (Figure 15)87 and the largest gaps between LHA rates and rents 
(Figure 16)88. 

 
 

                                                 
84 There is a particular risk that households placed in accommodation to prevent their homelessness are not all 
captured in this data. 
85 London local authorities’ monitoring information, supplied by London Councils. 
86 London local authorities’ data monitoring the Inter-Borough Accommodation Agreement. 
87 MHCLG. P1E data. 
VOA. Private rental market summary statistics - April 2017 to March 2018. 
88 MHCLG. P1E data. 
VOA. Private rental market summary statistics – October 2017 to September 2018. 
VOA. LHA 2018 tables. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/678063/2018_LHA_TABLES.xlsx
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4.38 Over the last nine years, households in TA have also been increasingly likely to be 

accommodated in the types of accommodation that are relatively precarious, because 
the placing authority pays for it on a nightly basis, and, in the case of B&B 
accommodation, is also potentially unsuitable. The proportion of homeless households 
in TA provided by London local authorities in B&B accommodation rose from 2.3 to 4.4 
per cent between the end of 2009/10 and 2017/18 and the proportion in other 
accommodation paid for by local authorities on a nightly basis increased from 7.8 to 
30.7 per cent. Over the same period, the proportion in PRS accommodation leased by a 
local authority or a housing association fell from 70 to 38 per cent (Figure 17)89. This 
reflects the reduced leverage that local authorities or housing associations securing TA 
for them have in the PRS, in part because of increasing demand for PRS 
accommodation, but also because of welfare reform. 
 

                                                 
89 MHCLG. Statutory homelessness and homelessness prevention and relief. Temporary accommodation tables. 
Table 775: Type of Temporary Accommodation. London. 
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4.39 While evidence on public spending on TA is limited, it is clear London local authorities’ 

expenditure has increased in recent years. This is a function of the impacts of welfare 
reform, both insofar as welfare reform has fuelled increases in the numbers of 
households in need of TA (see paragraphs 4.30 and Figure 12), and because it has 
reduced local authorities’ leverage in a fiercely competitive PRS. In interviews the NAO 
conducted with local authorities nationally to inform its 2017 report on homelessness, it 
heard reports of private landlords’ diminishing willingness to let to local authorities. 
Local authorities also gave accounts of landlords who had previously leased 
accommodation only being willing to let their property through more lucrative90 and 
flexible nightly paid arrangements91. Similarly, in a 2017 national survey of local 
authorities conducted by the Local Government Association (LGA), 80 per cent of the 
London local authorities that responded reported an increased in the cost of TA during 
the previous year, compared to 65 per cent of all respondents. Of that 80 per cent, all 
said the LHA freeze was responsible for this increase. Half judged that it was responsible 
to some extent and half that it was responsible to a great extent92. 
 

4.40 Overall, local authorities have been left paying more for TA. At the same time, they have 
increasingly had to resort to using types that are more precarious and less suitable for 
homeless households (see paragraph 4.38 and Figure 17) and typically more expensive 
than other forms.  
 

4.41 London Councils commissioned Julie Rugg from York University’s Centre for Housing 
Policy to complete an examination of the TA sub-market within the PRS, including 

                                                 
90 London local authorities’ monitoring of the Inter-Borough Accommodation Agreement shows that nightly-paid 
accommodation consistently costs around £30 more a week than leased temporary accommodation. 
91 NAO. Homelessness. September 2017. 
92 LGA. Local Housing Allowance Survey: Final Report. October 2017. Anonymised survey responses for London 
local authorities supplied by the LGA. 
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London local authorities’ spending on securing TA. Rugg encountered some difficulties 
securing robust information on spending. However, she concluded that, in 2014/15, the 
cost of TA provided by London local authorities was close to £663 million, just over one 
quarter of which (£170 million) was covered from local authorities’ General Funds93 – 
because the subsidy available through the welfare system fell short of the costs of 
accommodation94.  
 

4.42 More recently, London Councils commissioned the London School of Economics (LSE) 
to examine London local authorities’ spending on homelessness. This showed that, in 
2017/18, London local authorities spent over £900 million assessing, assisting and 
accommodating homeless households. Some £201 million of this, or 22 per cent, came 
from their own General Funds. LSE suggested it is likely that the call on boroughs’ 
General Funds will rise to £237 million in 2022/23, in real terms, and that, if current 
trends continue, the total cost of London’s homelessness services will increase to over 
£1 billion a year by 2021/22. 
 

4.43 Other work suggests that spending on TA has increased year on year: 

• The NAO’s 2017 report highlighted a 39 per cent real terms increase in English 
local authorities’ spending the five years to 2015/1695. 

• More recent research, conducted for Inside Housing, found that the total cost of 
providing TA to London local authorities had increased over the last five years - 
from £482.9 million in 2013/14 to £733.7 million in 2017/18 (Figure 18)96. The 
research did not report on the proportion of this overall expenditure that came 
from London local authorities’ General Funds, but it did survey seven London 
local authorities in some detail and established that this percentage increased 
from 21.4 per cent to 25.7 per cent between 2013/14 and 2017/1897. 

• Recently published analysis by The Guardian and Shelter found that councils 
across England spent £997 million on TA in 2017/18, a 71 per cent increase from 
£584 million in 2012/1398. 

 

                                                 
93 Julie Rugg, Centre for Housing Policy, York University. Temporary Accommodation in London: Local Authorities 
under Pressure. February 2016. 
94 The scale of such shortfalls is highlighted by Policy in Practice. The cumulative impacts of welfare reform: a 
national picture. August 2017. This national research found that that the average gap between Housing Benefit 
and rent for families in TA totalled £1,704 per year, increasing to £5,520 per year for households affected by the 
Benefit Cap.  
95 NAO. Homelessness. September 2017. 
96 Nathaniel Barker. ‘Councils’ temporary accommodation spend nears £1bn’. Inside Housing. 31 August 2018. 
97 GLA’s correspondence with Nathaniel Barker. 
98 Frances Perraudin and Niamh McIntyre. ‘Councils ‘ripped off’ by private landlords, experts warn’. The Guardian. 
1 January 2019. 

https://www.theguardian.com/profile/frances-perraudin
https://www.theguardian.com/profile/niamh-mcintyre
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Rough sleeping 
 
4.44 Rates of rough sleeping have also risen. National annual rough sleeper count figures 

indicate an increase of 165 per cent between autumn 2010 (the point at which the 
current count methodology was introduced), when 1,768 rough sleepers were identified 
or estimated to be sleeping rough in England, and autumn 2018, when the number was 
4,67799. The more robust data available for London shows a 141 per cent increase 
between 2009/10, when 3,673 people were seen sleeping rough in the capital, and 
2018/19, when 8,855 were. The latter increase is despite numbers remaining stable 
between 2015/16 and 2016/17, then decreasing between 2016/17 and 2017/18100. 
 

4.45 When seeking to assess the influence of welfare reform in these increases, one helpful 
indicator is information captured on the Combined Homelessness and Information 
Network (CHAIN) database relating to rough sleepers’ last settled base and their reason 
for leaving it. Reasonably robust data is only available from 2011/12, which makes it 
difficult to establish any sort of pre-welfare reform baseline. Figure 19 reports this 
information where this might suggest that welfare reform was a direct factor in rough 
sleepers’ journey to the streets101. 
  

                                                 
99 MHCLG. Rough Sleeping Statistics Autumn 2018, England. 
100 GLA. CHAIN Annual Reports for 2014/15 to 2017/18. Broadway. Street to Home Annual Reports for 2010/11 
to 2012/13. St Mungo’s Broadway. Street to Home Annual Report for 2013/14. 
101 GLA. CHAIN Annual Reports for 2014/15 to 2017/18. Broadway. Street to Home Annual Reports for 2010/11 
to 2012/13. St Mungo’s Broadway. Street to Home Annual Report for 2013/14. 
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Figure 19: Percentages of new rough sleepers in London whose last settled 
base was in the PRS or social rented sector and those who left their last 
settled base because of eviction for arrears or problems with Housing 
Benefit102  

Year Last settled base Reasons for leaving last settled 
based 

PRS Local 
authority 

Housing 
association 

Evicted due 
to arrears 

Financial 
problems with 
Housing Benefit 

2011/12 28.9 5.4 not 
recorded 

0.0 0.0 

2012/13 35.4 5.4 1.1 0.2 

2013/14 41 8 7.4 0.9 

2014/15 42 7 3 7.4 0.9 

2015/16 38.8 6.6 3.3 7.3 0.6 

2016/17 36.3 7.0 3.6 7.5 0.6 

2017/18 38.3 7.1 3.1 8.3 1.1 

2018/19 34.3 5 3.6 7.2 0.5 

 
4.46 It is also possible that welfare reform contributed to rough sleepers’ homelessness at a 

point some time before they ended up on the streets – as Shelter found that some 
homeless households had lost accommodation in the PRS some time before seeking 
assistance from a local authority (see paragraph 4.27). 

 
4.47 The extent to which welfare reform has reduced the scope for rough sleeping services to 

assist EEA nationals sleeping rough into accommodation is likely to have contributed to 
the increase in rough sleeping seen over the period of welfare reform – especially given 
that changes in this cohort’s entitlement to help with housing costs, outlined at 
paragraph 2.29, coincided with a sharp increase in the size of this cohort (of 226 per 
cent between 2009/10 and 2015/16103). CHAIN data shows that, as a proportion of the 
number of EEA nationals seen sleeping rough in London, the number of placements of 
EEA nationals sleeping rough into hostels or PRS accommodation declined steeply after 
its peak in 2013/14104 (Figure 20). 

 

                                                 
102 For 2011/12 and 2012/13, figures extracted from the CHAIN database. For 2013/14, figures taken from Street 
to Home Annual Report. For 2014/15, figures take from CHAIN Annual Report.. 
103 CHAIN data. 
104 CHAIN data. 
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5. Indirect impacts on homelessness 

 
5.1 This section examines evidence around several phenomena that may increase the risk of 

homelessness and may also reflect reductions in the level of benefits available to 
Londoners to help with housing costs.  

 

Benefit claimants living in the PRS 
 

5.2 Several changes in the profile, location and overall number of benefit claimants that 
seem to reflect the impacts of welfare reform may in turn increase claimants’ risk of 
homelessness. It is worth noting that, while the decreases in numbers of claimants 
described might appear to suggest a reduced need for assistance with housing costs, 
there are no grounds to assume that this is the case: rental inflation between 2010 and 
2017 stood at 29 per cent, far in excess of wage inflation, which stood at nine per cent 
over this period105. Moreover, the proportion of PRS tenants in London claiming 
Housing Benefit who are in work almost doubled between April 2010 and March 
2018106. 
 

5.3 The first of these changes, shown in Figure 21, is a marked decrease in the number of 
single Housing Benefit claimants in the PRS aged under 35 and without children - and 
particularly in the number aged under 25. It is these claimants who are subject to the 
SAR, with 25 to 34-year-olds becoming newly subject to it in January 2012107. This 
decrease is due in part to some claimants moving to Universal Credit. A disproportionate 
decrease in the representation of this cohort among Housing Benefit claimants in part 
reflects how single benefit claimants without dependent children were the first to be 
awarded Universal Credit. 
 

5.4 It is not possible to quantify the scale at which this cohort is receiving Universal Credit, 
because published DWP data on Universal Credit does not include the age of claimants. 
This makes it impossible to compare the number of single Housing Benefit claimants 
aged under 25 and 35 without children who are living in the PRS receiving help with 
their rent now, with the number prior to extension of the SAR. However, the total 
number of single Housing Benefit claimants aged under 35, without children and living 
in the PRS as at March 2018 (8,602), accounted for 62 per cent of the total number of 
single Universal Credit claimants of all ages without children and living in the PRS 
(13,820)108. So, it is clear there has been a marked decline in the numbers of this group 
receiving help with PRS rents. 
 

5.5 This decrease is typically attributed to the extension of SAR fuelling demand from those 
aged under 35 and receiving Housing Benefit or the housing support element of 
Universal Credit, at the same time as younger Londoners not in need of benefits to 
cover their rent have been increasingly likely to share accommodation, because of wider 
housing market pressures. Three factors exacerbate the disadvantage at which benefit 
claimants have found themselves in this intensified competition for shared 
accommodation. The first of these disadvantages is the relatively small size of the 

                                                 
105 ONS. Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings. Median full-time weekly earnings by place of work, London. 
VOA. Index of Private Housing Rental Prices. 
106 DWP. Stat Xplore. Housing Benefit data – Employment Status. 
107 DWP. Stat Xplore. HB caseload.  
108 DWP. Stat Xplore. Households on Universal Credit. 
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market for shared accommodation: a survey of private landlords recently conducted by 
Centrepoint found that 76 per cent of landlords in London did not let shared 
accommodation109. Second, it is for LHA awards at the SAR that the widest gaps have 
opened up between LHA rates and market rents110. Third, single benefit claimants 
without children aged under 25 receive lower awards for benefits intended to cover 
living costs. This means they are less likely than their older counterparts to be able to 
cover shortfalls between rent and Housing Benefit or the housing support element of 
Universal Credit from other benefits income. 
 

 
5.6 All these factors feed into a situation whereby landlords’ willingness to let to young 

single benefit claimants has decreased. A survey of landlords conducted in 2012/13 
(relatively soon after the extension of SAR), for the evaluation of the impact of changes 
to Housing Benefit for PRS tenants commissioned by the Government, found that 29 
per cent of landlords in Inner London were unwilling to let to single under-35s without 
children because of the extension of the SAR111. One 2017 survey of landlords found 
that 75 per cent of landlords in London were unwilling to let to single benefit claimants 
without children aged under 35, while the majority of those who did so required 
additional safeguards – for example, requiring tenants to have guarantors112. 
 

5.7 This shift in landlords’ willingness to let to younger single people without children who 
need benefits to help them cover their rent seems to have resulted in at least some of 
that group remaining in or returning to their family home, sharing PRS accommodation, 

                                                 
109 Centrepoint. Barriers to homeless young people accessing longer-term accommodation. December 2018. 
London data provided to the GLA by Centrepoint. 
110 CIH. Mind the gap: the growing shortfall between private rents and help with housing costs. May 2016. 
111 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Commissioned by the DWP. Monitoring the impact of recent measures 
affecting Housing Benefit and Local Housing Allowances in the private rented sector: the response of landlords. 
July 2014. 
112 CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University. Commissioned by the RLA. Access to homes for under-35s: the impact of 
welfare reform on private renting. July 2017. 
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or sofa surfing113. Such situations may well prove unsustainable, increasing the risk of 
future homelessness faced by young people affected by changes in the SAR. 
 

5.8 Second, between March 2011 and March 2018, there were typically decreases in the 
overall number of claimants receiving Housing Benefit or the housing support element 
of Universal Credit to cover PRS rents in local authority areas that have the highest 
rents and/or the greatest shortfalls between LHA rates and rents. At the same time, 
increases have taken place in some Outer London authorities with lower rents and/or 
smaller or no shortfalls114 (Figure 22 and Figure 23). Although DWP data does not show 
whether claimants now in local authority areas that have seen an increase in the number 
of claimants previously claimed in local authority areas that have seen decreases, this 
pattern suggests that there may have been some displacement due to welfare reform. 
 

 
 

                                                 
113 Ian Cole, Stephen Green, Ben Pattison, Kesia Reeve and Ian Wilson, with Tom Archer. CRESR, Sheffield Hallam 
University. Capping aspiration: the millennial housing challenge. May 2017. 
114 DWP. Stat Xplore. Housing Benefit caseload and households on Universal Credit. VOA. Private Rental Market 
Statistics, 2017/18. Local Housing Allowance rates, 2017/18. 
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5.9 Any such displacement is likely to indicate that at least some Londoners who need 

benefits to assist with their rents are moving to cheaper areas, whether or not they are 
facing homelessness, and with or without the intervention of local authority or other 
services. It may also increase the risk of lower-income Londoners becoming homeless, 
insofar as displacement may make it harder to sustain training or employment and 
remove people from support networks. 
 

5.10 Third, the overall number of Londoners receiving Housing Benefit or the housing 
support element of Universal Credit to help with their rent in the PRS decreased by six 
per cent between March 2011 and March 2018115. This was despite the growth of the 
PRS, the sharp increase in rents there and rising poverty among Londoners in work over 
that period. As Figure 24 shows, their number also decreased as a proportion of the 
estimated number of households living in the PRS in London116 – unsurprisingly, given 
the growth of that sector.  

 
 

                                                 
115 DWP. Stat Xplore. Housing Benefit claimants in the PRS and Universal Credit claimants receiving housing 
support in the PRS. 
116 DWP. Stat Xplore. Housing Benefit claimants in the PRS, March 2009 to March 2018 and Universal Credit 

claimants receiving housing support in the PRS, March 2016 to March 2018. 
GLA estimates of the number of households in the PRS based on analysis of Labour Force Survey data and ONS 
estimates of households in London. 
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5.11 Given that the proportion of households living in social housing in London also 
decreased over the same period, there is clearly a question of where Londoners who 
cannot cover the costs of market housing are living – a question taken up in the 
following section. 

 
Overcrowding and concealed households 

 
5.12 Some commentators predicted that overcrowding in the PRS would increase because of 

welfare reform. There is no clear evidence that this is the case, as overall rates of 
overcrowding in London’s PRS have remained fairly stable in recent years117. However, 
recent analysis by Shelter found that a higher incidence of overcrowding among 
Housing Benefit claimants in the PRS that was most pronounced in London118.  
 

5.13 Moreover, there is evidence of an increase in the number of concealed households – 
that is, people living as part of another household who would prefer to have their own 
accommodation but cannot afford to. The London Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) completed in 2017, using data from 2016, found that there were 
153,588 concealed households in London, a 69 per cent increase on the 90,978 
concealed households in London identified by the 2013 London SHMA, using 2011 
data. Moreover, the SHMAs used a relatively stringent definition of concealed 
households119, which excluded those aged under 25 – a group among whom there has 
been an especially sharp decrease in the number of benefit claimants, as outlined at 
paragraph 5.3 and Figure 21. 
 

                                                 
117 MHCLG. English Housing Survey. Cited in GLA. Housing in London 2018. December 2018. 
118 Shelter. From the frontline: Universal Credit and the broken housing safety net. August 2019. 
119 People aged 25 or older living as part of a household and who would prefer their own accommodation, but 
either can’t afford it or say they expect to find something they can afford soon. 
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5.14 While this increase undoubtedly reflects a range of housing market pressures, it seems 
likely that welfare reform is among them. Indeed, one survey of younger people 
affected by changes in LHA – in particular, the extension of the SAR – found that some 
had responded by remaining in or returning to their family home, sharing PRS 
accommodation, or sofa surfing120. Again, while these concealed households are in 
accommodation, their situations may well not be sustainable, increasing their future risk 
of becoming homeless. 
 

Supported accommodation 
 

5.15 Although the data on provision of supported accommodation for single people facing or 
experiencing homelessness in London is not comprehensive, Homeless Link’s annual 
survey of provision for this cohort shows that there has been a marked decrease in such 
provision in recent years. Specifically, recent reports show a 37 per cent drop in the 
number of hostel spaces for single homeless people in London between 2011 and 
2017121.  
 

5.16 On one level, this reduction in provision may seem to be the result of cuts in local 
authority budgets – and specifically the 59 per cent reduction in spending through the 
Supporting People programme that the NAO found had taken place between 2010/11 
and 2016/17122 - rather than an impact of welfare reform per se. However, welfare 
reform measures appear to have contributed to the fall in provision in at least two ways. 
 

5.17 First, the NAO’s 2017 report on homelessness found that local authorities were reducing 
spending on supported accommodation in part because rising levels of homelessness 
and the growing cost of temporary accommodation. These factors, both fuelled by 
welfare reform, meant that local authorities were redirecting funding to provision for 
homeless households whom they had a legal obligation to assist123. Second, the 
Government identified in 2011 that the monthly assessment and award cycle central to 
Universal Credit would complicate its use for benefit claimants staying in supported 
accommodation for short periods of time, as is typically the case for assessment or 
emergency provision. Therefore, it began to consider alternative approaches to covering 
housing costs of residents who needed help from the benefits system to cover their rent 
– initially in 2011, and then, with stakeholder engagement and public consultation, from 
late 2016. This left both local authority commissioners of supported accommodation 
and its providers facing considerable uncertainty and therefore cautious about 
committing to new or even continuing provision. 
 

5.18 In these two respects, welfare reform does seem to have contributed to a decrease in 
provision of supported accommodation for single homeless households – something 
that is, in turn, likely to reduce options for preventing homelessness and extend the 
periods of time for which some people experience homelessness. 

 
5.19 London-specific figures from a 2015 Homeless Link survey of accommodation projects 

(which warrant caution, because of the small sample size) suggested that move-on was 

                                                 
120 Ian Cole, Stephen Green, Ben Pattison, Kesia Reeve and Ian Wilson, with Tom Archer. CRESR, Sheffield Hallam 
University. Capping aspiration: the millennial housing challenge. May 2017. 
121 Homeless Link. Support for single homeless people in England: Annual Review 2017. Annual survey of needs 
and provision 2011. 
122 NAO. Homelessness. September 2017. 
123 NAO. Homelessness. September 2017. 
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a particular challenge in London and seemed to identify welfare reform as a key factor 
in this: 

• London accommodation providers reported 36 per cent of residents were ready to 
move on, where providers across England reported 25 per cent were ready. 

• London projects reported residents waiting longer to move on: 31 per cent had 
been waiting less than three months, compared to 42 per cent across England, but 
51 per cent more than six months, compared to 27 per cent across England. 

• London providers were four times more likely than those across England to 
identify the level of LHA as the main barrier to move on.  

 
5.20 More recent data, from Homeless Link’s 2018 survey, requires cautious treatment, 

because the London figures are based on raw data, whereas the national figures have 
been randomised. But the following findings suggest that residents of accommodation 
in London were waiting longer to move on than was the case in 2015: 

• The number of residents ready to move on from accommodation in London 
equated to 23 per cent of residents, where the number across England 
represented 18 per cent. 

• London projects reported residents waiting longer to move on: 11 per cent had 
been waiting less than three months, compared to 34 per cent across England, but 
58 per cent had been waiting more than six months, compared to 40 per cent. 

 
5.21 These findings are comparable to those from Centrepoint’s 2018 survey of its 

accommodation services, which found that 21 per cent of residents in London services 
had been assessed to be ready to move on, but were unable to do so, and that 43 per 
cent of them had been waiting to move on for a period in excess of six months124. 

 
5.22 The proportion of respondents to Homeless Link’s 2018 survey who identified factors 

linked to the affordability of accommodation and/or the inadequacy of welfare benefits 
as barriers to move on were smaller in London than across England, despite residents of 
London providers waiting longer to move on. Given the shortfall between benefits 
awards and rents, this may reflect London providers having become so accustomed to 
multiple barriers to move on, some of them linked to the benefits system, that they 
would not necessarily identify these. 

 
5.23 Where move on is a particular challenge, this is likely to make it more difficult to prevent 

and resolve homelessness, for two reasons. First, spaces in hostels are less likely to be 
available for those newly in need of supported accommodation for single people facing 
or experiencing homelessness. Second, where hostel residents are not able to move on 
when they are ready to do so, this may increase the risk of them abandoning or being 
evicted from accommodation and returning to homelessness. The proportion of those 
seen sleeping rough in London who have returned to the streets after time away from 
them has certainly increased in recent years125. 
 

                                                 
124 Centrepoint. Ready to Move On: Barriers to homeless young people accessing longer-term accommodation. 
October 2018. London data supplied by Centrepoint. 
125 In 2009/10, the proportion of rough sleepers seen on the streets who had not been seen sleeping rough in 
2008/09 but had been seen in one or more years prior to that was 13 per cent. (Broadway. Street to Home Annual 
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Access to social housing 
 
5.24 There is some evidence that welfare reform has made it more difficult for those at risk of 

homelessness and/or those who have experienced it to access social housing. The two 
most recent editions of the annual Homelessness Monitor report noted the increasing 
use of affordability checks by social landlords and research by the Chartered Institute of 
Housing (CIH) how it is now common for landlords to require rent in advance126 . Such 
checks and requirements can make securing tenancies difficult for those who have a 
history of rent arrears because of welfare reform measures and/or may be subject to 
deductions from their benefits because of the Benefit Cap127. Research on the 
relationship between local authorities and housing associations in tackling homelessness 
also found that potential tenants’ limited entitlement to welfare benefits is a factor in 
housing associations rejecting local authority nominations128. And research by both Crisis 
and the JRF highlighted the detrimental impact that rent arrears, sometimes related to 
welfare reform, can have on single people’s access to social housing129. 

 
5.25 These welfare reform-related barriers to accessing social housing are likely to increase 

the risk of those unable to secure social sector tenancies becoming homeless again and, 
for some, may prolong current periods of homelessness.  

 
  

                                                 
Report, 2009/10.) In 2017/18, the proportion was 15 per cent. (GLA. CHAIN Annual Report. Greater London. 
2017-18.) 
126 CIH. Rethinking allocations. September 2019. 
127 Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Hal Pawson, Glen Bramley, Steve Wilcox, Beth Watts & Jenny Wood, Institute for Social 
Policy, Environment and Real Estate (I-SPHERE), Heriot-Watt University; City Futures Research Centre, University 
of New South Wales. Commissioned by the JRF and Crisis. The homelessness monitor: England 2018. April 2018. 
Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Hal Pawson, Glen Bramley, Jenny Wood, Beth Watts, Mark Stephens and Janice Blenkinsopp, 
Institute for Social Policy, Environment and Real Estate (I-SPHERE) and The Urban Institute, Heriot-Watt 
University; City Futures Research Centre, University of New South Wales. Commissioned by the JRF and Crisis. The 
homelessness monitor: England 2019. May 2019. 
128 F Greaves, University of Sheffield. Commissioned by the CIH. Tackling homelessness together: The importance 
of local authorities and housing associations working in partnership. 2017. 
129 Crisis. Moving on: Improving access to housing for single homeless people. 2017. 
CCHPR. Commissioned by the JRF. Poverty, evictions and forced moves. 2017 
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6. Conclusions 
 
6.1 It is clear that changes and cuts to benefits intended to reduce Government spending 

on housing costs have had a disproportionate impact in London. This is because of the 
linked factors of the capital’s high housing costs, large private rented sector, and the 
relatively high proportion of residents who claim benefits. This has severely eroded low-
income Londoners’ scope to secure and sustain housing, especially for those who rent 
privately. 

 
6.2 As a result of this disproportionate impact on London, over the last nine years, welfare 

cuts have contributed to both homelessness and factors that increase its risk. Its primary 
impacts are summarised below. 
 

6.3 Rent arrears: Surveys suggest that welfare reform has contributed to tenants accruing 
rent arrears. This effect has been most pronounced in the PRS. However, a recent 
increase in arrears in the social rented sector may indicate that it is becoming more 
widespread there too. The continuing rollout of Universal Credit seems likely to fuel 
further increases. 
 

6.4 Evictions: Surveys indicate that welfare cuts and changes have been a key factor in the 
dramatic increase in evictions from the PRS seen in London between 2010 and 2015. 
Surveys also suggest that they have contributed to evictions from the social rented 
sector. Although these evictions are not at a scale that has contributed to an overall 
increase in evictions from that sector, there is evidence of a recent rise in the number of 
evictions, linked to the rollout of Universal Credit. The continuing rollout of Universal 
Credit seems likely to fuel further increases in evictions from both private and social 
rented housing. 
 

6.5 Homeless households seeking assistance from local authorities: In part by 
contributing to arrears and evictions, welfare reform has helped fuel an increase in the 
number of households seeking help from London’s local authorities because they are 
facing or experiencing homelessness. There have been especially marked increases in 
both the number whose homelessness is caused by the termination of an AST and the 
number who are in work. At the same time, welfare reform has left London local 
authorities being less able to prevent or relieve these households’ homelessness. 
 

6.6 Temporary accommodation (TA): Welfare reform has contributed to homeless 
households provided with TA by London local authorities spending increasing periods of 
time there. This is in part because it has limited London local authorities’ ability to 
discharge their duty to homeless households with an offer of suitable PRS 
accommodation. Welfare reform is also a key factor in the sharp increase in the 
proportion of these households accommodated in other local authority districts and in 
precarious and sometimes unsuitable forms of accommodation. It has also contributed 
to the amounts that London local authorities spend on TA. 
 

6.7 Rough sleeping: Welfare reform has contributed to an increase in rough sleeping by 
limiting the scope for vulnerable individuals to secure PRS tenancies and thus increasing 
the risk of them ending up on the streets. Moreover, restrictions in EEA nationals’ 
access to HB or the housing support element of UC have made it increasingly difficult 
for local authorities and their service providers to secure solutions for the large 
proportion of rough sleepers from this cohort. 
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6.8 Benefit claimants living in the private rented sector: Welfare reform has 

contributed to a fall in the number of private renters receiving help with housing costs 
through the benefits system, especially in areas of London that have the highest rents 
or the largest shortfalls between benefits and rent. There has been a particular decline 
in the number of younger, single people without children receiving help. This suggests 
some displacement has resulted from welfare reform – something that may in turn 
increase claimants’ risk of future homelessness. 
 

6.9 Concealed households: Welfare reform has contributed to the increase in the number 
of concealed households in London – a cohort likely to include some of the proportion 
of young and other Londoners who are not receiving help with their housing costs from 
the benefits system. These households may be at particular risk of future homelessness. 
 

6.10 Supported accommodation: Welfare reform has contributed to reduced provision of 
supported accommodation – a valuable resource in preventing and relieving 
homelessness. This is in part because local authorities have been obliged to divert 
limited resources to TA provision. Prolonged uncertainty about how the housing costs 
of supported accommodation residents in need of benefits would be covered under 
Universal Credit also left providers and commissioners cautious about committing to 
new or even continuing provision. At the same time, welfare reform has made it more 
difficult to move on residents who no longer require supported accommodation – and 
thus to ensure that there are spaces for those newly in need. 
 

6.11 Access to social housing: Welfare reform is a factor in social housing providers’ 
increasing use of affordability checks and rent in advance, both of which make it harder 
for some of those who have a history of rent arrears and/or are subject to deductions 
from their benefits to secure social housing – something that may prolong their 
homelessness or place them at greater risk of repeat homelessness. 

 
6.12  Recent decreases in rates of landlord repossession in the PRS may be in part because 

households have relocated to cheaper areas or resorted to sharing the home of another 
household – both things that may increase their risk of homelessness in the longer term. 

 
6.13 It also seems likely that some of ways in which welfare reform has contributed to 

homelessness and its risk in London over the last nine years with be furthered or 
renewed by the roll out of Universal Credit. Decisions around LHA rates once the current 
freeze on rates comes to an end in March 2020 are also likely to be another key 
determinant of welfare reform’s future impact on homelessness in London. 


