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Dear Sir/Madam 

NIPSA submission on the Department for Communities Consultation: Intermediate Rent - 
Development of Policy & Model 

NIPSA welcomes this opportunity to comment on the Department’s proposal to introduce an Intermediate 
Rent Scheme as contained within the public consultation document. We will firstly make some general 
points followed by commenting on specific paragraphs for ease of reference. 
 
General remarks 
 
Firstly, NIPSA would question the necessity for such an additional housing model in an area with a 
population as small as NI. Whilst such a model may be justified in larger regions, how can the Department 
be certain of a market existing in NI to justify the expenditure associated with such a Scheme? 
 
Secondly, there is no indication of the overall cost of the implementation of such a model, which makes it 
difficult to determine value for money.  
 
Thirdly, there is only one delivery option suggested, suggesting that the Department has not considered 
any alternative operational mechanism other than a “partnership” approach involving private sector funding 
and programme management. NIPSA views this as an unwelcome privatisation of the fundamental right to 
safe and affordable housing for the citizens of NI and therefore objects vociferously to the funding and 
private operating model recommended within this proposal.  
 
Fourth, how can those potential citizens be identified who can pay more than social housing requires, yet 
cannot afford private rental, which would be over 20% more expensive than this Intermediate Rental model, 
or Co-ownership? 
 
Fifth, if Government Funding for such a model can be found outside of the main block grant for NI, why can 
the same argument not be made to provide additional essential funding for the NI body which is already 
well recognised in the field of social housing, ie the NI Housing Executive? Please refer to 3 publications 
commissioned by NIPSA from housing expert Stewart Smyth, which have already been provided to the 
Minister and are freely available from the NIPSA website at www.nipsa.org.uk/publications. These 
publications highlight, in detail, the significant flaws and deficiencies in models such as that proposed in this 
consultation. They also echo the wide recognition of the NIHE from various quarters, including PWC who is 
quoted on Page 8 of the NIPSA Publication “21st Century Housing for NI” (February 2020) as follows: “NIHE 
is one of the success stories from NI’s recent history. Since its introduction….it has delivered significant 
social benefits through NI with the quality of the housing stock having moved from one of the worst in 
Western Europe to what is now regarded as best quality stock….It is rightly regarded nationally and 
internationally as a leading authority on “best practice” on both housing management and 
community building”.  NIPSA advocates that this reality reinforces the necessity for the NIHE to be 
properly publicly funded and fully resourced to provide for all those in housing need, including operating 
any additional model that may be required across NI such as the scheme contained within the consultation 
document. 



 
 
Sixth, any new model for the provision of housing should not encroach in any way upon the critical role 
played by the NIHE, particularly given its numerous accolades. Equally, it must not discourage those 
citizens eligible and most in need of social housing provision from applying through the NIHE using the 
appropriate process. 
 
Seventh, why has a high level impact assessment of the proposal not been included in the document? 
Also, where is the Outline Business Case (OBC), which should outline the options seriously explored and 
rank them, providing a justification for what appears to be the Department’s preferred option? Is it the case 
that the Department has put the proverbial cart before the horse with this public consultation document, 
which would appear to be vastly incomplete in detail? 
 
Below, we critique the proposal in detail and provide an alternative option for consideration. 
 
Specific comments 
 

1. Para 2.3: i. Given the plethora of low quality issues arising from the private rental sector, where 
Landlords often refuse to rectify already well-rehearsed health and safety issues raised by tenants, 
how would the quality of the Intermediate Rental stock be assessed, assured and by whom would 
such due diligence be operated?  
ii. NIPSA would advocate that a more appropriate option may be for the private rental sector to be 
properly regulated and monitored, ensuring that concerns raised by the private tenant are reviewed 
and acted upon in a timely manner. This could include bringing this sector under public control and 
with that, introduce due diligence on the quality and reasonableness of home and rent rates, tenant 
security and support services for tenants who currently have been left to fight individually with 
unscrupulous and powerful landlords. 
 

2. Para 2.4: i. NIPSA would question the cap of 5 years’ tenancy and would advocate that this does 
not equate to medium to long term security for tenants as suggested here. Furthermore, no 
concrete detailed information has been provided to exemplify further assistance being made 
available to tenants approaching the end of their contract. 
ii. How was the 80% of market rate determined? It is not appropriate to simply mirror what has been 
decided upon in other jurisdictions of the UK given the variation of market rates and size 
differentiation of the province. 
iii. What research in NI has been conducted to determine that there is a demand for this type of 
housing provision to necessitate its implementation? 
 

3. Para 2.5: How can this type of tenancy meaningfully facilitate families to “feel part of local 
communities, allow them to plan for future education and employment need and relieve the worry of 
having to seek new accommodation” when the proposed tenancy timeframe is only 5 years?  

 
4. Para 2.6: Any new “single entity” set up to partially fund and operate the proposed Scheme must 

have public accountability and must therefore not be based in the private or charitable sectors. The 
term “a suitably experienced partner organisation” is vague in the extreme and unacceptably 
prevents meaningful scrutiny of the proposal. 
 

5. Para 2.7: i. If a “funding model” with “a long term interest Government loan” can form the basis of a 
long term funding solution, why can a long term funding model, outside of the Block grant but with 
funding still provided by Treasury, not be applied to the funding of programmes run by the NIHE as 
an NDPB, particularly considering the fact that huge social housing requirements and tackling 
homelessness rightly appear high on the NI Executive’s Programme for Government agenda for the 
next several years? This would negate private equity involvement and prevent private sector 
exploitation, which has been the result of so many failed PPPs and PFIs across the UK, to the 
detriment of the tax payer. 



 
ii. Who would benefit from any “modest return” which NIPSA would advocate should be reinvested 
into public housing programmes rather than line the pockets of public sector stakeholders, as would 
be the case if the private sector become the partial funder and operator. 
 

6. Para 3.3: Again, NIPSA would advocate that the preferable and most appropriate way to increase 
housing capacity to meet demand and reduce housing stress is to adequately fund the NIHE, which 
has been doggedly underfunded for decades. Housing must not be allowed to continue to be 
treated as any kind of political football - it is too important a public matter.  

 
7. Para 3.4: The consultation document fails to adequately explain the concept of “Financial 

Transactions Capital” (FTC) loan funding, leaving many consultees baffled as to what this may 
entail, why it may or may not be an appropriate funding model for what, in essence, should form 
part of social housing. Neither does it clarify the costings associated with such a funding model in 
contrast to the provider being the NIHE. To ensure that the new model would not be reliant upon 
grant aid is a potentially risky strategy due to the lack of adequate regulation, public accountability 
and scrutiny. Similar models in the UK have proven to become money making exploitation 
opportunities to the benefit of private sector shareholders rather than to society and those most in 
need of housing solutions. NIPSA believes that “ensuring that a new model is not reliant on grant 
aid” does the exact opposite of the expressed objective of “reinforcement of the NI Executive’s 
commitment to support and expand the development of more social homes” and would undermine 
the excellent services already provided by the NIHE. 
 

8. Para 3.9: i. The Minister’s commitment that the “development of social rented homes is a key 
priority” is acknowledged and warmly welcomed. However, an appropriate increase in grant in aid 
funding to realise this important aspiration should be made available to the NIHE, the NDPB already 
well recognised as the expert housing body in NI. 
ii. The source of the “independent research” cited throughout the document in support of the “FTC 
funding solution” is largely unidentified, which is highly questionable. Furthermore, the scale of the 
Scheme has not been clarified. NIPSA is in no doubt that FTC funding is a clear form of privatisation 
of a service which must be kept in the public sector for all the reasons explored in this submission. 
iii. What other funding models have been considered and why have they not been explored within 
this consultation paper? The proposal disappointingly appears to be rigidly targeted and restricted to 
only the FTC funding option, which as a form of privatisation should be firmly resisted. 
 

9. Para 4.3: The provision to private sector “Places for People” of £47.5 million in exchange for 1,000 
“affordable mid-market homes” is revered as good value for money, yet no comparison is offered as 
to the potential performance and value for money which the NIHE could deliver. This, again, is 
questionable. Nor is any reference made to the many failures of this type of model in other 
jurisdictions as cited in NIPSA publications by Stewart Smyth referred to in the general remarks at 
the beginning of this submission.  
  

10. Para 4.6: “Sheena’s story” highlighted in this section of the proposal serves to exemplify how the 
original private sector partner can, and often does, further outsource its operations via SLAs to other 
private sector companies, further removing any initial element of public control or scrutiny in entirety. 
Furthermore, the 5 year tenancy rule, with no detail on if or how this could be extended in practical 
terms, is hardly a long term housing solution for those in need of an affordable home. 
 

11. Para 4.13: The table illustrates clearly the devastating results of decades of capital and resource 
underfunding and unrelenting deficit of public sector resource provided to the NIHE. 
 

12. Para 4.26:  What does “attractive to deliver” mean and to whom does it apply? An understandable 
anxiety remains that this would be a lucrative investment for private sector speculators whose key 
aim is to ensure attractive dividends for their shareholders. In contrast, any profit derived from the 
operation should be immediately reinvested into the public purse and the programme of housing 
provision across NI to fund additional building of social homes, which would be the outcome if the 
need for the scheme was to be justified, developed and operated solely in the public sector. 



 
 

13. Para 5.3: Unfortunately, the proposal is relatively silent on eligibility or application criteria, whilst 
making clear that a successful application would not be as a result of the current points based social 
housing system. Provision of this information is critical to enable the consultee to meaningfully 
understand and fully consider the proposal. Basing application success on a first come, first served 
basis as suggested does not sit well with the claim that this proposal will help those most under 
financial pressure in the private rented sector. 
 

14. Para 5.4: The proposal appears to leave the decision making on eligibility criteria and rent levels 
largely in the hands of the operator, which NIPSA views as potentially fatal to the ethos of the 
scheme itself. Chapter 5 goes on to provide various options for the potential need for deposits and 
guarantors in advance, which also fall to the private sector operator to determine, leaving the 
consultee ignorant of the important detail of how the Scheme would operate. 
 

15. Para 5.10: Whilst rent reviews and uprating during a tenancy has been referenced, there is 
unacceptably insufficient information provided as to how rent increases would be determined and by 
whom. Given the currently increasing market rates for houses, and without sufficient parameters in 
place, the very citizens this Scheme would be designed to help may soon find themselves priced 
out of this scheme also. 
 

16. Para 5.19: The current regulation of private landlords/rentals is entirely deficient as anecdotal 
evidence exemplifies – media reports regularly highlight properties which are entirely unfit for 
purpose and in many cases dangerous to tenants’ health. To allocate the same level of Regulation 
to this scheme would be ill advised and potentially reckless, particularly in the absence of public 
accountability and scrutiny. 
 

17. Para 6.4: Having a single programme operator responsible for delivery of the scheme is welcomed. 
NIPSA believes that this should be an experienced body situated within the public sector and that 
the NIHE is a prime example of such a body, if given adequate capital and resource funding. Given 
that the Minister recognises the need for additional social housing provision across NI and that a 
safe affordable home is a basic right, the NI Executive and the Department for Communities should 
review the funding requirements of the NIHE and uplift financial support to enable this NDPB to 
expand its well recognised success to provide both points based social housing and any final 
agreed Intermediate Rental housing solution (if demand can be successfully demonstrated), thereby 
removing any element of private funding of a public service and keeping housing publically 
accountable. 
 

18. Section 6.11: This section illustrates in many ways how well placed the NIHE already is to provide 
any additional housing services citizens need, given the appropriate resourcing. 
 

19. Section 6.12: The experience of PPPs and PFIs across the Health and Education sectors over 
many years throughout the UK has been painful to the public purse and public services, both in 
terms of increasing costs and insufficiencies in service delivery and capital build. NIPSA would 
strongly caution the Department against not learning from those mistakes and would seek a 
commitment that public housing in NI, a key priority for Government, will remain transparently 
publicly provided, be firmly accountable and open to public scrutiny. 
 

20. Para 6.13: The NIHE is currently under a major Ministerial led review. This paragraph states that 
“the use of loan funding is one way to ensure that Intermediate Rent does not compete with social 
housing for funding”. Whilst we would dispute that statement, given that up to 60% of total costs is 
projected to be made available from Treasury, the implied assurance that the NIHE is to remain as 
an NDPB fully funded by Government is reassuring.  However, appropriate public funding should be 
provided for all levels of social housing across NI, including any Intermediate Rent model, which 
should be added to the remit of the NIHE rather than introducing a private competitor. In that way, 
any medium to long term benefits, such as the value of the housing stock, would remain in public 
hands. The fact that the housing stock at the end of the loan term would become the property of the 



 
private operator, whilst up to 60% of the cost is supplied from the public purse makes this proposal 
fundamentally flawed. 
 

21. Para 6.17: This paragraph highlights some of the potential difficulties emanating from the proposal 
and refers to the Department “working closely with the appointed operator….in finalising and 
publishing the detail of the Scheme”. Any final detailed proposal should be the subject of a further 
public consultation exercise, given the lack of detail in this document. 
 

22. Para 6.22: This section refers to public land being supplied at below market rate or as an “in-kind 
contribution”. This would be on top of up to 60% financial provision for a period of up to 20-30 years, 
after which the properties would be owned outright by the operator, not the public sector. NIPSA 
questions the value for money to the public purse for such a Business Model, particularly given the 
overarching doubt that NI would have a demand for a large scale Scheme and that the value of the 
land as well as the housing stock would, at the end of the loan period, belong to the private sector 
operator. 
 

23. Para 6.28: It is encouraging to note that sustainability and zero carbon targets have been 
mentioned, given these are essential elements of consideration going forward. However, we do not 
believe that such critical requirements have been meaningfully reinforced. They have been merely 
couched in terms of “be mindful of” and “as far as practicable”, which does not portray the 
seriousness that these issues demand. Rather, the wording serves to actively diminish sustainability 
obligations, which is not acceptable. 
 

NIPSA representatives are willing to discuss the points above and would welcome a Departmental change 
of approach to the subject matter, as illustrated within this written submission. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Kim Graham 
NIPSA Assistant Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 


