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UK Finance is the collective voice for the banking and finance industry.  Representing more than 

250 firms across the industry, we act to enhance competitiveness, support customers and facilitate 

innovation.  We welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation on improving energy 

performance in privately rented homes in England and Wales.   

 

General comments 
 

The banking and finance sector is firmly behind the UK’s statutory commitment to achieve net-zero 

carbon emissions by 2050.  Economic recovery from the coronavirus pandemic should align to net-

zero targets and we should take this opportunity to enhance the ambition of businesses and other 

organisations to help ensure they can achieve their net-zero goals.  Landlord businesses should be 

a part of this and contribute to building a sustainable low-carbon private rented sector.   

 

To support this, there should be ready availability of blended public/ private funding and robust 

quality-based supply chain with independent advice for landlords.  These should be pre-requisites 

to implementing standards-based policies for environmental improvements in this tenure. 

 

In developing the regulatory approach to minimum energy standards in the PRS, it is important to 

ensure fairness and inclusivity.  This is often referred to as a “just” recovery, which aims to make 

sure that all sectors of the economy play their part in achieving the UK’s climate change goals and 

to avoid unintended or disproportionate negative consequences for owners and households. 

 

The consultation proposals for the PRS should ensure a sustainable and inclusive transition to net-

zero in a way that benefits tenants, landlords and their buy-to-let lenders across England and 

Wales.  It will also be important to ensure a broadly consistent approach across the UK nations to 

drive the greatest change, compliance and understanding.   

 

Specific comments and responses to consultation questions 
 

Introduction 

 

Question 1: We would welcome views on possible impacts of the policy on the size of the PRS 

sector, the effect this could have on vulnerable households, and suggestions to mitigate this effect 

where it does occur, including any evidence. 
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2 
 

We welcome measures that seek to improve housing quality, support tenant well-being, and 

reduce the carbon impact of privately rented homes.  The consultation proposals should also have 

the benefit of improving lender asset security. 

 

A short-term impact on the size of the sector could be that some landlords dispose of property or 

leave the market because of the gradual erosion of returns from additional costs.  This might be so 

for non-professional or “casual” landlords.   

 

Overall, however, the proposals could change the composition of the sector and further increase its 

professionalisation.  

 

Additional costs to raise standards could be passed on to tenants.  As such, any financial benefits 

to tenants from lower energy consumption could be partially, or completely, eroded by higher rents.   

 

Landlords might increase their borrowing to fund improvements or fund them from their own 

resources.  The latter could be prevalent where LTV positions do not support further borrowing to 

fully or partly funds improvements.   

 

The proposed changes could make new or newer build properties more desirable to landlords, as 

they are more likely to meet required standards or require less improvement.  Increased demand 

for these properties could drive-up prices, potentially to the disadvantage of first-time buyers. 

 

Incentives to encourage landlord investment should be considered - such as removal of the VAT-

related tax treatment applied to building retrofits which improve energy efficiency. 

 

Question 2: Do you foresee any impacts for protected groups? Please provide evidence to 

support your answer. 

 

Some landlords might leave the market, and this might impact low/ no income households through 

reduced property availability.  If landlords increase prices to cover improvement costs, then this 

could also impact lower income households.  Quality in some areas of the PRS is poor and the 

policy might provide further reasons for landlords to pass costs on to vulnerable tenants who can 

least afford to pay.  Many such tenants might be benefit recipients.  Minimum rental payments 

under Local Housing Allowance rates might provide a rent more than monthly mortgage repayment 

compared with normal market rents, particularly in the currently low interest rate environment.  It 

might be, therefore, that in these segments of the PRS, government considers the need for 

additional quality standards where LHA and benefit support is provided, and the sector regulated 

accordingly.  The provision of state support for rent payments, with little direct benefit for tenants in 

terms of property quality, might distort assumptions on market value assessments.   

 

Vulnerable households could be trapped in properties with poor energy performance including 

long-term “sitting tenants”, who either do not wish to leave properties or are unable to afford 

increased rent for more energy-efficient properties (particularly if landlords are only required to 

meet standards on sale or commencement of a new tenancy and may extend existing tenancies to 

avoid cost of refurbishment).  Also, the disruption of tenants having to vacate properties that 

require extensive refurbishment might mean they are unable to find alternative accommodation, 

especially in areas where the housing stock is both sub-standard and homogenous. 

 



 

3 
 

Tenants with protected characteristics could be affected if relocation is required while improvement 

works are undertaken.  Consideration should be given to support for these groups, in addition to 

special dispensation for landlords whose tenants are vulnerable. 

 

Question 3: We would welcome views on any possible long-term impacts of COVID-19 that could 

impact on making the required energy efficiency improvements from April 2025 and suggestions to 

mitigate this effect where it does occur, including any evidence. 

 

Post-pandemic economic impacts could be felt disproportionately by lower income households in 

the PRS.  Income uncertainty or reduced income of tenants could play-out for landlords via 

increases in arrears and voids.  This in turn may impact landlord financial ability to invest in their 

properties to increase EPC ratings and meet their mortgage obligations.  

 

Long-term impacts of Covid-19 could be higher unemployment; house price deflation; and 

increased taxes.  These could make it less affordable for landlords to make improvements. 

 

The pandemic may also affect desirability of properties in some locations, placing downward 

pressure on rental prices.  This has been seen in some locations during the pandemic, with people 

seeking properties that are better suited to home working and with more outdoor space.   

 

The ability of some landlords to finance improvements might also be impacted by HPI.  Some may 

be fully leveraged from an LTV perspective and unable to finance required improvements.   

 

To mitigate these effects, sufficient time should be allowed to make improvements.  Required 

standards should be clearly communicated and not subject to frequent change.  This would help 

landlords to plan and prevent demand challenges on suppliers and installers. 

 

Chapter 1, Core policy proposal 

 

Question 4: Do you agree with the government’s preferred new target of EER C as a minimum 

energy performance standard in the PRS? 

 

The standard is ambitious given the current poor energy and environmental performance of many 

PRS homes.  The standard is challenging particularly if many properties cannot be improved in an 

economically viable and cost-effective way.   

 

Implementation of the policy would mean a significant improvement in the energy efficiency 2.2m 

homes which will reduce emissions, lower energy demand and represent a considerable 

opportunity for growth and skills in the retrofit sector. 

 

Additionally, the PRS sector accounts for a disproportionately high share of fuel poor households 

with many living in properties with a rating between D - G.  The proposed target would help meet 

the government's statutory fuel poverty target. 

 

A reduction in energy costs for improved properties should also lower the potential for default on 

rent.  These factors could encourage further investment in the sector and result in better capital 

treatment if improved properties are deemed lower risk. 
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The exemptions process should remain in place for properties that are unable to be improved to 

the required levels.  Landlords and estate/ letting agents should be required to disclose any 

exemption, so that tenants can make informed decisions related to their monthly outgoings.   

 

Question 5: We would welcome your views on the pros and cons of these alternative metrics, in 

relation to our overall policy goals around reducing carbon emissions, fuel poverty, and energy 

bills; please provide evidence with your answer. 

 

Further consideration should be given to the use of the EER approach, given that some alternative 

heating systems such as biomass boilers decrease the overall EPC score but score higher on the 

EER.  Switching from gas will need to be more affordable, and consideration should be given to 

how some lower carbon heating solutions may prove to be more environmentally friendly but have 

a negative impact on EPC ratings owing to the cost. 

 

It is useful to consider alternative metrics given the limitations of EPC data. i.e. EPC outcomes may 

not correctly reflect the true carbon footprint of the national energy grid, especially where electricity 

is the main source of heating.   

 

It is unclear how many properties can achieve EER C or what actions landlords should take to 

achieve EER C.  It might be more effective to identify the optimum EER ratings for properties on an 

individual basis, although we note that this might be disproportionately resource intensive.  

 

The EER provides a measure of performance of the whole building and a cost metric which helps 

quantify the targets towards lowering bills for tenants.  EIR covers the environmental impact 

associated with carbon emissions.  The two metrics together in the EPC align to cover all the goals 

set out by the policy.  The EPC should therefore be sufficient.   

 

The EPC is well understood and in line with existing PRS regulations and, as such, is best aligned 

with the policy goals.  Moving away from EPC could cause operational and deliverability issues.   

 

Question 6: Do you agree with the government’s preferred policy scenario of requiring ‘new 

tenancies’ to reach EER C from 1 April 2025 and ‘all tenancies’ to reach EER C by 1 April 2028? If 

not, do you have alternative suggestions; please provide evidence with your answer. 

 

The preferred scenario could mean refinancing challenges for landlords.  PRA BTL standards 

expect lenders to consider refinancing within the next 5 years when assessing a loan application.  

Landlords looking to secure 5 year borrowing today, may be unable to refinance due to EPC not 

meeting minimum requirements which could have unintended impacts on mortgage approvals. 

 

For lenders to support this transition, consideration should be given to accessibility of EPC data so 

that the EPC can be validated as part of the mortgage process.  This will support landlord 

compliance through financing properties that meet requirements or where exemptions exist. 

 

The timescale for transition is challenging.  Achieving it depends on landlords understanding what 

improvements need to be made to achieve the standard.  Landlords might need support to assess 

how to improve their properties.  Improvement works could result in tenant disruption, and 

properties might need to be vacated for works to be done.  Landlords may be reluctant to do this 

as it might involve losing a good tenant, and loss of rent.  Time should be allowed for landlords to 

arrange a vacant period ahead of the deadline to accommodate for improvement works. 
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A deadline separating new and existing tenancies would encourage landlords to take a whole 

house approach to minimise the period the property is vacant.  

 

Question 7: Do you agree with increasing the cost cap to £10,000 inclusive of VAT as our 

preferred policy proposal? If not, please explain why not and provide evidence with your answer. 

 

If the aims of the proposal are to be met and to minimise the volume of exemptions, then the cost 

cap should be increased to £10,000. 

 

The proposed cap is appropriate given the challenging target rating.  If, however, a high number of 

customers were required to spend the full £10,000 limit this could impact creditworthiness at a 

lender portfolio level.  Further, each lender’s portfolio might have a higher average amount of 

improvement costs than the c. £3,800 illustrated in current studies. 

 

We support proposals for a green home finance market that allows landlords to finance 

improvements against the asset values.  This, combined with government grants, would enable 

borrowers to mitigate any large upfront cost and could minimise the potential for rent increases. 

 

The requirement for a large up-front investment may result in some landlords leaving the sector or 

a deterioration in the quality and value of the property as an investment opportunity due to the 

additional works required after purchase.  For these reasons, the £10,000 cap is appropriate. 

 

Question 8: Should the £10,000 cost cap be adjusted for inflation? 

 

Yes.  Given implementation of the policy would require substantial work to the property with a 

potential high cost, the possibility of inflation increasing means any decrease of the value of this 

investment cap could negatively impact target deliverability.    

 

Question 9: Should a requirement for landlords to install fabric insulation measures first be 

introduced? If yes, when, and how should such a requirement be implemented? If no, what are the 

alternative installation methods that maximise energy efficiency outcomes? Please provide 

evidence to support your answer. 

 

Yes.  Improving fabric efficiency improves thermal performance and reduces energy demands. 

Given the older age of the UK housing stock we believe there is an opportunity to focus first on the 

efficiency of the building as measure that can significantly improve performance.  

 

The installation of low carbon heating could be insufficient for tenants and unsuitable for the 

property if its thermal performance has not been improved through a fabric first approach.  

 

Irrespective of the heating or energy source, if the property cannot retain heat or remain cool 

efficiently the amount of emissions created and the cost to tenants will be greater.  

 

A lack of awareness among landlords could mean that the benefits of fabric first are not 

understood, and result in the installation of costly measures that consume the investment cap with 

a less impactful result. 

 

Consideration should also be given to leasehold properties where more invasive improvements 

would require freeholder involvement and permission before works can be carried out. 
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Chapter 2, Going further 

 

Question 10: We would welcome views on the alternative of a dual metric target to reach both 

EER Band C cost metric and also EIR Band C carbon metric, with an increased cost cap of 

£15,000 inclusive of VAT. 

 

Introducing a multiple level change could further complicate the matter for landlords.  For simplicity, 

a single approach would be preferred.  

 

2030 is a challenging timeline to achieve the change envisaged.  The targets need to be 

deliverable, recognising the extent of influence lenders have over homeowners to act.  Mortgaged 

properties are only a portion of the market, with the level of unmortgaged properties growing. 

 

In principle we support an approach that promotes the use of renewable heating, which will be 

needed to meet carbon emission reductions.  However, it would be impractical and confusing for 

customers if mortgage products were developed with two different measures for eligibility and 

therefore impractical to develop targets that try to achieve both.   

 

The key challenge from a customer perspective is the payback period and business case for 

implementing EE home improvements.  To drive greater carbon savings, the cost to install heat 

pumps, for example, will need to approach that of replacing an existing gas boiler with a new one.  

If government support could be provided via energy companies to bring down the cost to 

customers of installing and running renewable heating then these could be positioned as having a 

favourable impact via EER, removing the need to introduce a dual metric. 

 

Currently a proportion of mortgage customers might not have the affordability to borrow £10k, let 

alone an increased cap of £15k, representing a challenge to increasing thresholds. 

 

Question 11: Should government introduce an affordability exemption? If so, we would welcome 

views on how such an exemption should be designed and evidenced, and any potential impacts on 

the PRS market. 

 

Yes.  An affordability exemption would be beneficial to the PRS and could limit the potential 

negative impact of landlords exiting as a result of unsustainable costs. 

 

Question 12: What should the eligibility criteria be for an affordability exemption if it is introduced, 

and how can the criteria accommodate fluctuations in a landlord’s finances and/or in the value of a 

property? Please provide evidence to support your answer. 

 

Eligibility could be tiered based on income.  Consideration could be given to the timeframe in which 

landlords have to complete improvements.  Further consideration should be given to how energy 

efficiency is reflected in property value. 

 

Question 13: Should we incorporate TrustMark into energy performance improvement works? If 

not, please explain why not and provide evidence with your answer. 

 

Insisting on TrustMark might impact on capacity to deliver improvements.  It should not be 

mandatory, as it could drive up improvement costs, increasing the potential for landlord divestment 

and/ or pushing up rents.  Ensuring that a quality standard is maintained would be a positive, but 

the number of suppliers registered and available nationwide would need to be scaled up.   
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Some landlords may be qualified to carry out the work themselves, but not TrustMark registered.  

Incentives to register qualified tradespeople so that they can both carry out the work themselves 

and grow the registered suppliers’ database should be considered. 

 

Question 14: What role can the private rented sector play in supporting the rollout of smart meters 

and what are the barriers and possible solutions to achieving this? 

 

This would best be supported by energy companies and sit within that sector.  There would need to 

be improvements in the compatibility of smart meters between different energy providers to enable 

the PRS to play a more supporting role in their rollout.  

 

Question 15: We would welcome views on whether the PRS Regulations may need to be 

tightened further for the 2030s? Please provide evidence with your answer. 

 

Regulatory certainty for the future would support investment planning.  Short-termism in regulatory 

requirements could deter longer-term financial planning for improvements.  Any future tightening of 

requirements should be planned and managed once the current proposed policy has embedded.   

 

Chapter 3, Compliance and enforcement 

 

Compliance 

 

Question 16: What are the other steps government could take to increase awareness and 

understanding of the PRS Regulations? 

 

Government could take additional steps to increase awareness through the wider PRS network/ 

supply chain.  Online resources could aid understanding of the detail of the regulations and 

exemptions process/ criteria.  The introduction of a landlord register would also enable direct 

communication with landlords about the regulatory requirements and available support. 

 

It would be helpful for there to be clear guidance from regulators such as the FCA/ PRA to lenders 

about required actions specifically on consideration of 5-year refinancing risks. 

 

The role of existing tenants should not be overlooked.  Information and awareness campaigns 

targeting them could increase understanding of regulatory changes/ requirements.   

 

Question 17: Is the introduction of a PRS property compliance and exemptions database 

necessary to help local authorities to proactively enforce minimum energy efficiency standards? If 

yes, should we include the per-property registration fee within the cost cap? If not, what 

alternatives to a PRS property compliance and exemption database would you suggest? 

 

Yes.  A single source of information made available to local authorities could help them with 

proactive enforcement.  If there is a cost to this, then it could be included within the cap.  It would 

be helpful also if the database could be available to lenders and/ or insurers to validate landlord 

compliance.  This would help prevent non-compliant landlords from accessing funding and support 

Local Authority enforcement.  EPC data should be available alongside any exemptions together 

with information regarding the main source of heating in the property.  Together, this information 

would also allow lenders to better support landlords in reducing their portfolio emissions. 
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Question 18: Do you agree that government should set a maximum total registration fee for 

landlords with a very large portfolio? If yes, how many properties should qualify as a “very large” 

portfolio? What should the maximum fee be? If you do not agree to a maximum total registration 

fee proposal, do you have alternative suggestions? 

 

Yes, this would be reasonable.  The number of properties qualifying as a “very large” portfolio 

could be aligned with the PRA’s definition of a professional landlord.  It would also be sensible to 

agree the definition in conjunction with landlord representative bodies.   

 

Question 19: Should government seek primary powers to place a requirement on letting agents 

and online property platforms to only advertise and let properties compliant with the PRS 

Regulations? If not, please explain why not and provide evidence with your answer. 

 

Yes, letting agents should be accountable. Supporting the letting of a commercial entity which is 

not compliant with regulations will delay transformational change across the sector.  The marketing 

of properties for which exemptions have been agreed should still be permitted, however, and this 

should be made clear to prospective tenants.  It is possible that placing a requirement on letting 

agents might drive up costs which could be passed-on to tenants.  It is also possible that such a 

requirement on letting agents and online property platforms could see the development of a 

clandestine market in property lettings, below the regulatory and legislative radar. 

 

Question 20: Should government remove the seven-to-twenty-one-day exemption period on 

landlords making all reasonable efforts to provide a valid EPC prior to a property being marketed or 

let? If not, please explain why not and provide evidence with your answer. 

 

The exemption may be counter-productive to policy intent.  Removal could encourage compliance. 

 

Question 21: Should government increase the level of the fixed civil penalty fine for offences 

under the EPB Regulations (currently set at £200)? If yes, how high should the fine be? 

 

The current £200 penalty is unlikely to represent a material deterrent to non-compliance and it 

should be reviewed within the context of a framework which primarily focuses on support and 

encouragement to change but is backed if need be by meaningful penalties.   

 

Enforcement 

 

Question 22: Should government enable LAs to inspect properties for PRS compliance? If not, 

please explain why not and provide evidence with your answer. 

 

In principle, yes, to act as a deterrent for non-compliance.  For balance, and to assist landlords 

logistically, a minimum notice period for inspection should be considered.  Also, on enforcement, a 

wider issue is likely to be the need for additional resources for local authorities to investigate/ 

police any revised standards.  Without suitable externally funded oversight, the policy aspirations 

might be missed (i.e. this should not be a self-funded scheme from fines).  The burden of 

monitoring/ compliance should not fall onto lenders, rather lenders should be supporting customers 

to promote the overall policy aims within a framework of appropriately funded external oversight. 

 

Question 23: Should government permit local authorities to use EPC Open Data for some phases 

of PRS enforcement? Please provide evidence with your answer. 
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In principle local authorities should be able to access EPC data to enable investigations to be 

completed and mitigate potential fraud risks.  We would suggest caution in using this data for 

enforcement, however, as improvements could have been made since the date of the last EPC.   

 

Question 24: Should there be a requirement for post-improvement EPCs (and for the cost to be 

included within the cost cap) 

 

Yes.  This would be a way of ensuring work has been completed, and minimum performance 

ratings are met.  It would also ensure up to date information is stored on the energy efficiency of a 

property which in turn could support lenders to tailor mortgage products to incentivise better-rated 

properties.  As it would be a cost associated with improving a property (and demonstrating its 

improved performance) it would be reasonable to include it in a cost cap.   

 

Question 25: Should a valid EPC be in place at all times while a property is let? 

 

There should be a valid EPC in place at the point of each new letting/ new tenants occupying the 

property or following improvement works being completed.  Repeating a domestic energy 

assessment to generate a new EPC during a long-standing tenancy term would not add benefit, 

but would increase landlord costs, potentially to be passed onto tenants. 

 

Question 26: How can the most consistent set of recommendations in the EPC be assured? Does 

using only the most recent SAP methodology allow this? 

 

If SAP methodology is current and relevant, it would help with consistent EPC recommendations. 

 

Question 27: Should listed buildings and those in a conservation area be legally required to have 

an EPC? 

 

Listed buildings and properties in conservation areas are likely to have higher improvement costs, 

which could breach the £10k spending cap.  As such they could qualify for exemptions from the 

improvement requirements if they cannot be cost-effectively brought to the minimum standard.  So 

that tenants can make an informed judgement about monthly outgoings it is important that they are 

fully informed of a property’s energy efficiency prior to agreeing a tenancy.  Accordingly, we 

suggest that listed buildings and conservation area properties should be required to have an EPC.   

 

It should be made clear, however, that listed/ conservation buildings can continue to be let (as 

now) and can be exempt from improvement requirements.  Although requiring an EPC would 

inform tenant choice, it could have a negative impact on lettability if there are other properties to 

choose from in the local market.  The policy should be developed to ensure that this considerable 

part of the housing stock can continue to be let while ensuring that both tenants and landlords are 

aware of the energy running costs of such buildings.  

 

Question 28: Should government seek primary powers to increase the maximum fine level to 

£30,000 per property for each breach of the PRS Regulations? If yes, should it be adjusted for 

inflation? If not, what would be an alternative, appropriate maximum fine level? Please provide 

evidence with your answer. 

 

The current maximum £5,000 fine might be too low for effective deterrence however £30,000 might 

be excessive.  We would caution that an approach which heavily fines non-compliant landlords 

risks a negative, avoidance mind-set in response to what should be a positive challenge/ call to 
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action for landlords to improve their properties, supported by advice and information on what to do 

and how to do it in the most cost-effective way that delivers the greatest performance benefit.  

We also suggest careful consideration to the position of landlords of leasehold properties where 

lease terms and their relationship with other leaseholders and the freeholder might limit the extent 

to which the apartment can be improved.  In some blocks, the freeholder/ landlord might pass-on 

fines to leaseholders via service charges, which could be counter-productive to the policy intent.    

 

Question 29: Should government introduce powers for tenants to request that energy performance 

improvements are carried out where a property is in breach? If yes, how could a redress  

mechanism be devised? 

 

Existing tenant protections in place via contract and housing law should be sufficient, along with 

the need for a valid EPC to be in place at the start of a tenancy period.  Any redress process 

should be for local authorities to progress/ manage within their existing powers.  

 

Question 30: Should government introduce some form of local authority disclosure or 

benchmarking where a property is in breach of PRS Regulations? 

 

Yes.  Local benchmarking would aid transparency and informed tenant decisions.  

 

Exemptions 

 

Question 31: Do you agree that the updated exemption regime should come into force on 1 April 

2025? If yes, do you agree that the property compliance and exemptions database should be 

opened six months prior to commencement of exemptions? If not, please explain why. 

 

Owing to PRA BTL lending standards, and the need for lenders to consider refinancing risks over a 

5-year period, a hard line in April 2025 could have a detrimental impact on customers’ ability to 

secure finance on any property below a ‘c’ rating.  In addition, the relatively short timeframe 

required for lenders to support such large-scale changes has the potential for operational risks. 

This could impact lenders’ risk profiles.   

 

A property compliance and exemptions database should be available prior to 1 April.  It would be 

beneficial for this to be an open database available via an API, so that lenders/ insurers can quickly 

validate properties and non-compliance without delaying the mortgage application process 

 

Question 32: Should the ‘new landlord’ temporary exemption be simplified so that it applies to any 

person who has become a landlord within the last six months? Please provide evidence with your 

answer. 

 

A ‘new landlord’ exemption should not apply to all first-time landlords, but only those who 

unintentionally become a landlord – for example through property inheritance.  

 

Contact 
 

If you have any questions relating to this response, please contact: 

 

John Marr 

Principal, Devolved Government and Social Housing 

John.Marr@ukfinance.org.uk 
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