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Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

Chapter 3: Accommodation characteristics

Introduction

This chapter investigates the accommodation rented by claimants in Pathfinder and Control areas. It 
compares how claimants’ accommodation has changed over time and considers the potential effect of 
the LHA on the choices made by claimants who have moved. This chapter is split into three sections which 
focus on the type of accommodation, including the number of rooms; the state of repair of the property; 
and the claimants’ satisfaction with their housing.

Type of accommodation

Accommodation type

Most claimants lived in either a house or a flat. Claimants in Pathfinder areas were more likely than those in 
Control areas to live in a flat (45 per cent compared with 26 per cent respectively at Wave 3).6 The proportion 
of claimants living in a house or bungalow increased slightly between Wave 1 and Wave 3 in Pathfinder 
area. However, there was an equivalent increase in Control areas; thus this trend cannot be attributed to 
the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) (Table 3.1). In both Pathfinder and Control areas, a similar proportion 
of Flow and Wave 3 claimants lived in a house or bungalow. 

Table 3.1	 Accommodation type by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Accommodation type			 

House or bungalow	 47	 46	 49	 50	 54	 63	 67	 69	 70	 68

Flat or maisonette	 45	 49	 46	 45	 40	 30	 28	 27	 26	 28

Room/rooms	 8	 5	 5	 5	 5	 7	 5	 4	 3	 4

Something else	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	
									       

Unweighted bases	 2,064	 3,040	 1,911	 1,466	 705	 864	 1,283	 804	 592	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the Private Rented Sector 	(PRS) within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool 
and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other 
Pathfinder areas.

6	 The reason for this difference is that Pathfinder areas include Lewisham and Brighton & Hove, where the rental markets are 
dominated by flats, and where high average rents and the availability of other types of tenant (e.g. students, workers) may limit 
the availability of accommodation for Housing Benefit (HB) claimants. 
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As outlined in Chapter 1, the movers’ analysis identifies claimants who moved home between Wave 1 
and Wave 3. The Wave 1 information reflects their characteristics at Wave 1, prior to the move, while the  
Wave 3 information reveals the same characteristics after the move. Where a claimant changed 
accommodation between Wave 1 and Wave 2, and not between Wave 2 and Wave 3, the information in 
the column headed ‘Wave 3’ is, in fact, carried forward from Wave 2. Among Pathfinder claimants who had 
moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3, there was an increase in the number living in a house or bungalow 
(from 40 per cent to 51 per cent) (Table 3.2). There was no similar pattern for movers in Control areas. 
However, this apparent difference between areas was not statistically significant. 

Table 3.2	 Accommodation type by moving history, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Accommodation type						    

House or bungalow	 40	 51	 65	 66	 49	 49	 72	 72

Flat or maisonette	 54	 43	 30	 30	 46	 46	 25	 25

Room/rooms	 4	 5	 5	 3	 5	 5	 3	 3

Something else	 1	 1	 -	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0		
						    

Unweighted bases	 259	 259	 99	 99	 1,209	 1,209	 494	 494

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as mover or 
non-mover. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.

Notes: ‘-’ means no cases. A 0 represents a percentage of less than 0.5.

In Pathfinder areas, claimants without an HB surplus were more likely to be living in a house than those 
with a surplus. This reflects the fact that a surplus is more likely where claimants are over-occupying, which 
will be generally less likely in houses than in flats (Table 3.3). 
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Table 3.3	 Accommodation type by HB surplus and survey wave  
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Accommodation type				  

House or bungalow	 45	 45	 52	 54

Flat or maisonette	 50	 51	 43	 41

Room/rooms	 5	 4	 4	 4

Something else	 1	 0	 0	 0

	

Unweighted bases	 619	 415	 1,222	 835

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 
HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.

Notes: ‘-’ means no cases. A 0 represents a percentage of less than 0.5.

Claimants’ type of accommodation varied by the rental market they lived in. Claimants in HB dominant 
and HB concentrated markets were more likely to live in a house or bungalow (66 per cent and 69 per 
cent, respectively, at Wave 3) than claimants in HB dispersed markets (36 per cent at Wave 3).7 However, 
the trend in claimants being more likely to live in this type of housing over time was seen in all the rental 
market types (Table 3.4). 

7	 This is due to the predominance of flats and high average rents in the Lewisham and Brighton & Hove rental markets, which are 
included in the HB dispersed category.
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Table 3.4	 Accommodation type by Pathfinder market and survey wave 		
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			   HB concentrated			   HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Accommodation type									       

House or bungalow	 62	 64	 66	 64	 69	 69	 32	 35	 36

Flat or maisonette	 35	 33	 31	 30	 29	 28	 61	 59	 57

Room/rooms	 3	 3	 3	 5	 2	 3	 6	 6	 6

Something else	 0	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	
								      

Unweighted bases	 804	 543	 394	 653	 406	 310	 1,583	 962	 762

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.

Whether accommodation is furnished

Over the last two years or more, various measures have been introduced regulating private lets. These have 
included landlords’ responsibility about the fire resistance of furniture, maintenance of appliances and 
services. Overall, this has meant that it is more difficult and costly to let furnished accommodation, which 
has seen a shift from furnished to unfurnished lettings.

In Pathfinder areas, there was a large increase in the proportion of claimants in unfurnished accommodation 
between Baseline and Wave 1 (47 per cent to 59 per cent) and the proportion was 62 per cent by Wave 
3 (Figure 3.1, Table 3.5). In the Controls, the proportion of claimants in unfurnished accommodation 
remained around the same level between Baseline and Wave 3. The increase in unfurnished accommodation 
in Pathfinder areas between Baseline and Wave 1 is mainly due to an increase in Brighton & Hove from  
54 per cent to 71 per cent, and to a lesser extent to smaller increases in Teignbridge and Leeds. It is not clear 
whether this is due to the LHA, or to other changes in the housing market (e.g. changing fire regulations 
making unfurnished accommodation a more popular choice among landlords) being introduced more 
quickly in some areas than in others. It is unlikely to be explained by claimants moving into houses instead 
of flats, because that trend is evident in both Pathfinders and Controls. 
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Figure 3.1	 Whether accommodation is unfurnished by area and survey wave

 

There was little difference in the prevalence of living in unfurnished accommodation between Flow claimants 
and claimants at Wave 3 in either Pathfinder or Control areas (Table 3.5). 

Table 3.5	 Whether accommodation is furnished by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Whether accommodation is furnished							     

Furnished	 23	 18	 16	 16	 18	 23	 24	 20	 20	 26

Partly furnished	 30	 23	 23	 22	 26	 30	 31	 31	 30	 22

Unfurnished	 47	 59	 61	 62	 56	 47	 46	 49	 49	 52

Unweighted bases	 2,064	 3,036	 1,909	 1,493	 704	 864	 1,282	 804	 598	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.
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In Pathfinder areas, claimants who moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 were more likely to be living in 
unfurnished accommodation at Wave 3 (64 per cent) than at Wave 1 (57 per cent). A similar difference 
was seen for movers in Control areas, so this is probably due to underlying changes in the available 
accommodation stock, rather than being due to the LHA (Table 3.6). 

Table 3.6	 Whether accommodation is furnished by moving history, by area 	
	 and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Whether accommodation is furnished						    

Furnished	 18	 12	 23	 24	 16	 16	 18	 18

Partly furnished	 25	 24	 35	 30	 22	 22	 31	 31

Unfurnished	 57	 64	 42	 46	 63	 63	 51	 51 

Unweighted bases	 258	 258	 99	 99	 1,208	 1,208	 493	 493

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as mover or 

non-mover. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas. 

In Pathfinder areas, claimants without a surplus were more likely to live in unfurnished accommodation 
than their counterparts with a surplus (66 per cent compared with 58 per cent at Wave 3). There was little 
difference in the proportion living in unfurnished accommodation by whether claimants had a surplus or 
not between Wave 2 and Wave 3, and, thus, no indication that having a surplus would affect this particular 
aspect of claimants’ choice of housing (Table 3.7). 



47

Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

Table 3.7	 Whether accommodation is furnished by HB surplus and survey 		
	 wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Whether accommodation is furnished				  

Furnished	 20	 17	 15	 15

Partly furnished	 24	 25	 22	 19

Unfurnished	 56	 58	 64	 66		
		

Unweighted bases	 619	 415	 1,220	 838

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 
HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas. 

There was little difference in the proportion of claimants living in unfurnished accommodation by market 
type (Table 3.8). 

Table 3.8	 Whether accommodation is furnished by Pathfinder market and 		
	 survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated		 HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Whether accommodation is furnished 									       

Furnished	 18	 16	 14	 18	 16	 19	 18	 17	 16

Partly furnished	 24	 25	 23	 28	 26	 24	 21	 21	 22

Unfurnished	 58	 60	 64	 54	 58	 58	 61	 62	 62	
								      

Unweighted bases	 804	 543	 398	 652	 405	 317	 1,580	 961	 778

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.
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Condition of property

Extent of problems with property

Claimants in Pathfinder areas were living in slightly better maintained properties than their counterparts 
in Control areas at all waves. In Wave 3, 32 per cent of Pathfinder claimants said nothing needed doing to 
their property, compared with 28 per cent of Control claimants. However, within Pathfinder and Control 
areas, the proportion of claimants living in properties that needed nothing doing fluctuated, but did not 
show any clear increase or decrease over time. Thus, the difference between Pathfinders and Control is 
probably due to the housing stock and not attributable to the LHA.

There was little difference between the Wave 3 and Flow samples in either Pathfinder or Control areas 
(Table 3.9). 

Table 3.9	 Condition of property by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Nothing needs doing	 31	 33	 29	 32	 30	 29	 31	 28	 28	 30

It has only minor problems	 50	 51	 52	 51	 52	 53	 48	 49	 50	 54

It has quite a lot of problems	 13	 11	 12	 10	 12	 12	 14	 13	 14	 12

It has a lot of major problems	 5	 4	 4	 5	 5	 5	 7	 9	 7	 4

None of these	 1	 1	 2	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 0	
								      

Unweighted bases	 2,354	 3,460	 1,911	 1,507	 786	 861	 1,282	 804	 509	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded because the housing stock is different to the other Pathfinder areas.

In Pathfinder areas, claimants who moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 were more likely to say that nothing 
needed doing to their property at Wave 3 (38 per cent) than at Wave 1 (23 per cent). Hence movers appear 
to be moving to get better property, rather than to maximise any gain they would get from the LHA. In 
contrast, those who stayed in the same property felt that its condition deteriorated between Wave 1 and 
Wave 3, with the proportion feeling that nothing needed doing decreasing from 37 per cent to 33 per cent. 
There was a similar relationship between movers and non-movers in Control areas, although the pattern 
was seen in the proportion saying that their property needed minor repairs. This implies that landlords 
tend to make repairs when they require a new tenant rather than during a tenancy, and that the LHA does 
not appear to have greatly influenced the behaviour of claimants, even though it gave them an alternative 
reason for moving (Figure 3.2, Table 3.10). 
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Figure 3.2	 Nothing needs doing to property by moving history and survey 		
	 wave (Pathfinders only)

 

 

Table 3.10	 Condition of property by moving history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Nothing needs doing	 23	 38	 31	 31	 37	 33	 32	 28

It has only minor problems	 54	 52	 40	 57	 50	 50	 50	 49

It has quite a lot of problems	 17	 7	 16	 10	 10	 11	 13	 14

It has a lot of major problems	 6	 2	 11	 2	 2	 5	 4	 8

None of these	 1	 1	 1		  1	 1	 1	 1	
							     

Unweighted bases	 286	 220	 99	 71	 1,438	 1,294	 493	 439

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as mover or 
non-mover. 
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In Pathfinder areas, at Wave 3, claimants with no surplus were more likely than those with a surplus to be 
living in property that needed nothing doing (35 per cent compared with 28 per cent), and there was a 
similar difference at Wave 2 (Table 3.11). This, again, suggests some claimants are moving into better quality 
accommodation, but that this does not vary over time by whether the claimant has a surplus or not. 

Table 3.11	 Condition of property by Housing Benefit surplus and survey wave  
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Nothing needs doing	 26	 28	 31	 35

It has only minor problems	 56	 54	 51	 49

It has quite a lot of problems	 14	 10	 11	 10

It has a lot of major problems	 4	 6	 4	 5

None of these	 1	 2	 2	 1	

Unweighted bases	 619	 512	 1,222	 943

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 

HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves. 

There was little difference in the condition of claimants’ properties by HB market (Table 3.12).

Table 3.12	 Condition of property by Pathfinder market and survey wave 		
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated			  HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Nothing needs doing	 34	 33	 32	 31	 29	 29	 31	 27	 31

It has only minor problems	 48	 48	 52	 49	 50	 52	 53	 56	 52

It has quite a lot of problems	 11	 12	 10	 13	 14	 12	 11	 12	 12

It has a lot of major problems	 5	 5	 6	 5	 6	 5	 4	 4	 5

None of these	 1	 2	 1	 2	 1	 2	 1	 2	 1	

Unweighted bases	 804	 543	 368	 653	 406	 271	 1,577	 962	 659

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves. 
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Repairs needed to property

There were no consistent differences between Pathfinder and Control areas over time in terms of whether 
particular types of repairs needed carrying out on properties. There was also little difference between the 
Flow sample and the Wave 3 sample in either type of area (Table 3.13).

Table 3.13	 Repairs needed to property by area and survey wave

	 Cell percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Rising damp	 15	 13	 16	 12	 15	 17	 18	 19	 20	 20

Water getting in from roof,  
gutters or windows	 19	 16	 16	 15	 15	 17	 18	 17	 22	 17

Condensation	 27	 19	 19	 19	 23	 28	 21	 20	 23	 20

Problems with electrical wiring	 11	 10	 11	 12	 12	 13	 14	 16	 12	 12

Plumbing	 18	 17	 20	 21	 18	 15	 17	 18	 20	 21

Problems with draughts	 30	 24	 22	 23	 28	 30	 27	 22	 25	 28

None of these	 48	 54	 52	 51	 51	 48	 51	 51	 48	 44	
									       

Unweighted bases	 2,361	 3,413	 1,874	 1,489	 786	 863	 1,283	 793	 506	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

There was, again, evidence that claimants who move choose better maintained accommodation in both 
Pathfinder and Control areas, even though claimants in Pathfinder areas also had the option of moving 
to increase or create a surplus. In Pathfinder areas, those who moved were less likely to report that any 
of the specific listed repairs needed carrying out at Wave 3 (58 per cent) than they had at Wave 1 (44 per 
cent). Among those who had not moved, the condition of their property had deteriorated, as 58 per cent 
reported that none of these repairs were needed at Wave 1, but this decreased to 51 per cent at Wave 3. 
The same pattern was seen in Control areas (Table 3.14). 

This finding is consistent with the analysis of the overall condition of claimants properties covered on  
page 48. 
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Table 3.14	 Repairs needed to property by moving history, area and survey 		
	 wave

	 Cell percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Rising damp	 15	 7	 17	 13	 10	 13	 15	 19

Water getting in from roof, gutters or windows	 19	 7	 27	 18	 14	 16	 14	 22

Condensation	 29	 14	 23	 9	 17	 20	 18	 23

Problems with electrical wiring	 14	 8	 19	 7	 8	 12	 12	 13

Plumbing	 23	 21	 26	 27	 14	 20	 13	 18

Problems with draughts	 31	 24	 28	 15	 21	 23	 23	 25

None of these	 44	 58	 44	 52	 58	 51	 55	 49		
					   

Unweighted bases	 283	 217	 99	 71	 1,417	 1,279	 494	 436

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 

or non-mover. 

 
As with claimants’ overall rating of the condition of their property, those with no surplus were living in 
accommodation with fewer of the listed problems (53 per cent at Wave 3), than those with a surplus  
(48 per cent at Wave 3) (Table 3.15). Presumably this is because better quality accommodation is more 
expensive and, therefore, the claimant is less likely to have a surplus. 
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Table 3.15	 Repairs needed to property by Housing Benefit surplus and survey 	
	 wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Cell percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Rising damp 	 18	 13	 15	 12

Water getting in from roof, gutters or windows	 18	 19	 15	 14

Condensation	 23	 21	 17	 19

Problems with electrical wiring	 12	 13	 11	 11

Plumbing	 21	 23	 20	 19

Problems with draughts	 23	 25	 22	 23

None of these	 46	 48	 54	 53		
		

Unweighted bases	 612	 506	 1,193	 931

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 

HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

 
There were no consistent differences in the types of repairs needed to claimants’ properties in the different 
HB market types over time (Table 3.16). 
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Table 3.16	 Repairs needed to property by Pathfinder market and survey wave 	
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Cell percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated			  HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Rising damp	 18	 20	 18	 14	 15	 20	 13	 14	 13

Water getting in from roof,  
gutters or windows	 18	 18	 18	 19	 17	 23	 17	 15	 14

Condensation	 22	 19	 22	 19	 18	 21	 20	 19	 20

Problems with electrical wiring	 10	 9	 11	 12	 14	 12	 10	 12	 11

Plumbing	 17	 18	 18	 16	 18	 20	 18	 22	 25

Problems with draughts	 22	 22	 23	 23	 21	 22	 25	 23	 26

None of these	 53	 50	 49	 51	 52	 47	 52	 52	 50	
								      

Unweighted bases	 804	 532	 364	 653	 399	 267	 1,583	 943	 651

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded from 
Wave 2.

Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three months

In Pathfinder areas, there was an increase between Baseline and Wave 3 in whether landlords had carried 
out repairs in the previous three months from 40 per cent to 54 per cent. However, there was a similar level 
of increase in Control areas between Baseline and Wave 3, although the initial rate of increase in Control 
areas between Baseline and Wave 1 had been lower than over the equivalent period in the Pathfinders. 
Therefore, although the introduction of the LHA might have had an initial impact on landlords carrying 
out repairs (perhaps due to greater uncertainty about tenancies), the difference between Pathfinders and 
Controls does not seem to have been sustained over time (Figure 3.3, Table 3.17).
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Figure 3.3	 Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three 		
	 months by area and survey wave

 

 

Table 3.17	 Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three 		
	 months, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 40	 47	 48	 54	 49	 39	 35	 42	 51	 53

No 	 60	 53	 52	 46	 51	 61	 65	 58	 49	 47	
									       

Unweighted bases	 1,574	 1,782	 1,183	 994	 419	 600	 660	 531	 355	 187

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response who said they had problems with their 
property. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.
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In the Pathfinders, there was a larger increase between Wave 1 and Wave 3 in the proportion of claimants 
whose landlord had carried out repairs in the last three months among movers (42 per cent to 63 per cent) 
than among non-movers (49 per cent to 53 per cent). Unfortunately, the sample in Control areas was too 
small to allow a comparison and, therefore, it is not clear whether this difference can be attributed to the 
LHA (Table 3.18). 

Table 3.18	 Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three 		
	 months by movers and non-movers (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Pathfinders

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes 	 42	 63	 49	 53

No 	 58	 37	 51	 47	
			 

Unweighted bases	 172	 76	 700	 857

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response who said they had problems 
with their property and who can be identified as a mover or non-mover.

 
There was no relationship in the Pathfinders between whether claimants had a surplus and whether their 
landlord had carried out repairs (Table 3.19) even though claimants with a surplus lived in accommodation 
that was more likely to need repairs doing (Table 3.15).

Table 3.19	 Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three 		
	 months by Housing Benefit surplus and survey wave  
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 49	 54	 49	 54

No	 51	 46	 51	 46

Unweighted bases	 422	 359	 724	 599

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response who said they had problems 
with their property and who can be identified as HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not 
carried out in that area in all waves.
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In the Pathfinders, the prevalence of landlords having carried out repairs in the last three months was similar 
among all different HB market types (Table 3.20).

Table 3.20	 Whether landlord has carried out any repairs in previous three 		
	 months by Pathfinder market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			   HB concentrated			   HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes 	 43	 49	 52	 46	 44	 56	 46	 48	 55

No 	 57	 51	 48	 54	 56	 44	 54	 52	 45	
							     

Unweighted bases	 389	 327	 242	 333	 256	 184	 805	 600	 436

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response who said their property needed repairs 
doing to it. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Satisfaction with accommodation

Satisfaction with the number of rooms

The majority of claimants were satisfied with their accommodation. There was minimal difference in levels of 
satisfaction between Pathfinders and Controls or between the Flow and Wave 3 samples, or any substantial 
increase or decrease over time (Table 3.21). 

Table 3.21	 Satisfaction with the number of rooms by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too few	 18	 17	 15	 16	 17	 14	 16	 16	 13	 14

Too many	 3	 2	 3	 2	 3	 4	 4	 5	 5	 5

About right	 79	 81	 82	 82	 80	 82	 80	 79	 82	 81	
								      

Unweighted bases	 2,355	 3,407	 1,909	 1,510	 786	 862	 1,281	 804	 509	 328

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.
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Dissatisfaction with the number of rooms seemed to be a driver for claimants to move in the Pathfinders. 
Among those in the Pathfinders who had moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3, 26 per cent felt they had 
too few rooms at Wave 1, but this had decreased to ten per cent by Wave 3, and there was no equivalent 
decrease among non-movers in the Pathfinders (Table 3.22). Among Controls, there was minimal difference 
between movers and non-movers and their level of satisfaction with the number of rooms, and this 
suggests that the LHA ameliorates moving. However, it should be noted that levels of dissatisfaction with 
the number of rooms were higher at Wave 1 among Pathfinder movers (26 per cent) than Control movers  
(13 per cent). It is possible that some Pathfinder claimants had taken on board the LHA assessment of the type 
of property suitable for their household type, and had consequently decided their Wave 1 accommodation 
was unsatisfactory. 

Table 3.22	 Satisfaction with the number of rooms by moving history, area 		
	 and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too few	 26	 10	 13	 12	 14	 17	 13	 14

Too many	 2	 1	 5	 2	 2	 3	 4	 5

About right	 72	 89	 82	 86	 85	 80	 84	 81	
							     

Unweighted bases	 283	 218	 99	 71	 1,416	 1,294	 493	 438

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover.

In the Pathfinders, satisfaction with the number of rooms was higher among those with no surplus  
(85 per cent felt that the number of rooms was about right in Wave 3), than their counterparts with a surplus 
(77 per cent). As discussed previously, this is probably because claimants with a surplus would on average be 
living in cheaper properties, and hence less likely to be satisfied with their accommodation (Table 3.23). 
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Table 3.23	 Satisfaction with the number of rooms by Housing Benefit surplus 	
	 and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too few	 20	 22	 12	 12

Too many	 1	 1	 3	 3

About right	 79	 77	 84	 85

				  

Unweighted bases	 618	 511	 1,221	 942

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 

HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

There was no clear relationship between HB market type and claimants’ satisfaction with their number of 
rooms (Table 3.24). 

Table 3.24	 Satisfaction with the number of rooms by Pathfinder market and 	
	 wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			   HB concentrated			   HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too few	 15	 12	 12	 16	 17	 14	 19	 16	 19

Too many	 2	 3	 3	 2	 2	 2	 2	 3	 3

About right	 83	 85	 85	 81	 80	 84	 79	 82	 79	
								      

Unweighted bases	 803	 543	 371	 651	 404	 270	 1,581	 962	 660

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Satisfaction with the size of rooms

As with satisfaction with the number of rooms, claimants were broadly satisfied with the size of their rooms 
(Table 3.25). There was little difference in levels of satisfaction between Pathfinders and Controls, between 
the Flow and Wave 3 samples, or any increase or decrease over time. 
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Table 3.25	 Satisfaction with the size of rooms by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too small	 17	 15	 16	 14	 14	 13	 15	 13	 12	 14

Too big	 1	 1	 1	 1	 2	 2	 2	 2	 2	 2

About right	 76	 78	 76	 79	 77	 79	 78	 78	 81	 77

Some too big, some too small	 6	 6	 7	 6	 7	 6	 4	 7	 6	 7	
								      

Unweighted bases	 2,359	 3,411	 1,911	 1,511	 786	 864	 1,282	 805	 510	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

As was previously seen with satisfaction with the number of rooms, satisfaction with the size of rooms was 
related to whether claimants moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3. Among Pathfinders the proportion of 
movers who felt that their rooms were too small decreased from 21 per cent at Wave 1 to 11 per cent at 
Wave 3, whereas the equivalent percentage among non-movers were 11 per cent and 15 per cent. There 
was a similar pattern among Controls, so this relationship was not influenced by the introduction of the 
LHA (Table 3.26). 

Table 3.26	 Satisfaction with the size of rooms by moving history, area and 		
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too small	 21	 11	 16	 10	 11	 15	 12	 11

Too big	 1	 2	 2	 -	 1	 1	 1	 2

About right	 70	 80	 72	 84	 83	 79	 84	 81

Some too big, some too small	 9	 7	 9	 6	 5	 6	 3	 6	
							     

Unweighted bases	 283	 219	 99	 71	 1,417	 1,294	 494	 439

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover.
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Pathfinder claimants with no surplus were somewhat more content with the size of their rooms than 
those with a surplus. This differential is most likely to have been caused by claimants with a surplus living 
in cheaper (and hence less acceptable) accommodation (Table 3.27).

Table 3.27	 Satisfaction with the size of rooms, by Housing Benefit surplus 		
	 and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too small	 18	 15	 14	 14

Too big	 1	 0	 1	 1

About right	 74	 76	 78	 81

Some too big, some too small	 7	 8	 7	 4		
	

Unweighted bases	 619	 512	 1,222	 942

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 

HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

There was no relationship between HB market type and satisfaction with the size of rooms (Table 3.28).

Table 3.28	 Satisfaction with the size of rooms, by Pathfinder market and 		
	 survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated			  HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Too small	 13	 14	 13	 12	 15	 11	 16	 17	 17

Too big	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1

About right	 79	 79	 82	 80	 75	 79	 77	 75	 77

Some too big, some too small	 7	 6	 4	 7	 9	 10	 6	 7	 5	
								      

Unweighted bases	 802	 543	 371	 653	 406	 270	 1,582	 962	 661

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.



Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

62

Satisfaction with other aspects of the accommodation

There was little difference between Pathfinders and Controls in the levels of satisfaction with other aspects 
of claimants’ accommodation and no change in these levels over time. There was also minimal difference 
between Wave 3 and Flow claimants (Table 3.29).

Table 3.29	 Satisfaction with other aspects of the accommodation by area and 	
	 survey wave

	 Mean scores

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

Decoration	 7.00	 6.98	 6.91	 7.06	 7.14	 7.16	 6.84	 6.86	 6.99	 6.91

Kitchen 	 6.80	 6.89	 6.81	 7.04	 7.03	 7.05	 6.88	 6.84	 6.89	 6.97

Bathroom	 6.83	 6.86	 6.78	 6.89	 7.03	 6.89	 6.78	 6.72	 6.83	 6.93	
								      

Unweighted bases	 2,079	 3,025	 1,658	 1,297	 696	 769	 1,144	 693	 450	 292

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 

from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

As with other aspects of accommodation, when claimants were less happy at Wave 1, they were more 
likely to move by Wave 3. For example, among claimants in Pathfinders who moved, the mean satisfaction 
with decoration was 6.69 at Wave 1 and 7.67 at Wave 3 in their newer property, whilst non-movers mean 
satisfaction with decoration decreased from 7.25 to 6.98. As a similar pattern was seen among Controls, 
this pattern cannot be attributed to the LHA but, equally, the introduction of the LHA has not encouraged 
people to move into poor accommodation in order to maintain a surplus (Figure 3.4, Table 3.30). 
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Figure 3.4	 Satisfaction with decoration by movers and non-movers 			 
	 (Pathfinders only)

 

 

Table 3.30	 Satisfaction with other aspects of the accommodation by moving 	
	 history, area and survey wave

	 Mean scores

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

Decoration	 6.69	 7.67	 6.25	 7.39	 7.25	 6.98	 7.22	 7.00

Kitchen 	 6.44	 7.53	 6.25	 7.12	 7.17	 6.99	 7.13	 6.92

Bathroom	 6.47	 7.44	 6.24	 7.25	 7.04	 6.86	 7.06	 6.82	
				  

Unweighted bases	 440	 302	 177	 122	 1,261	 1,115	 447	 390

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover.
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In Pathfinder areas, claimants with a surplus (and therefore probably living in cheaper accommodation) 
were less satisfied with other aspects of their accommodation than those with no surplus. For example, 
at Wave 3, the mean rating for decoration for claimants with a surplus was 6.77, and with no surplus was 
7.23 (Table 3.31). 

Table 3.31	 Satisfaction with other aspects of the accommodation by Housing 	
	 Benefit surplus and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Mean scores

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

Decoration	 6.77	 6.77	 6.99	 7.23

Kitchen 	 6.53	 6.78	 6.94	 7.19

Bathroom	 6.58	 6.72	 6.88	 6.9	
		

Unweighted bases	 556	 439	 1,043	 808

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 
HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

There was no relationship between HB market type and satisfaction with the decoration, kitchen or 
bathroom (Table 3.32). 

Table 3.32	 Satisfaction with other aspects of the accommodation by 			 
	 Pathfinder market and wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Mean scores

		  HB dominant			   HB concentrated			   HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	

Decoration	 7.16	 7.10	 7.28	 7.01	 7.00	 6.99	 6.76	 6.78	 6.86

Kitchen 	 7.03	 7.03	 7.27	 6.88	 6.77	 7.03	 6.64	 6.70	 6.89

Bathroom	 7.07	 7.04	 7.00	 6.92	 6.74	 6.84	 6.65	 6.64	 6.63		
							     

Unweighted bases	 686	 463	 309	 582	 359	 228	 1,379	 836	 579

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 

because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Claimants who had moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 generally felt their new property was more 
suitable than their previous one. There were no significant differences between Pathfinders and Controls 
in terms of how claimants rated their newer properties compared to their old ones in either the overall 
number or size of rooms or number of bedrooms or their kitchen. In both areas, a similar proportion of 
movers (around seven out of ten) reported that the number of rooms in their new home was ‘more suitable’ 
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than in their old home. This appears to contradict the impression given by Table 3.22 (satisfaction with 
number of rooms) where, among movers, those in Pathfinder areas were more likely to improve upon their  
Wave 1 accommodation than their counterparts in Control areas. It is possible this highlights a subtle 
difference between satisfaction and suitability. 

Table 3.33	 Comparison of aspects of the new accommodation at Wave 3 with 	
	 the accommodation in Wave 1 among movers by area

	 Column percentages

Aspect compared with accommodation in Wave 1		  Movers 
		  W3

	 Pathfinder		  Controls 
	 %		  %

Number of bedrooms		

More suitable 	 65		  65

Less suitable	 9		  6

About the same	 26		  29

Unweighted base	 280		  103	

Kitchen 		

More suitable 	 70		  78

Less suitable	 14		  15

About the same	 16		  7

Unweighted bases	 277		  101	

Number of rooms		

More suitable 	 68		  71

Less suitable	 10		  6

About the same	 22		  23

Unweighted bases	 277		  103

Size of rooms		

Generally bigger 	 50		  42

Generally smaller	 26		  27

About the same	 24		  32		

Unweighted bases	 279		  101

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response at Wave 3 who can be identified as a 
mover.
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Conclusion

The introduction of the LHA and, in particular, the fact that claimants could have a surplus once their rent 
was deducted from their benefit could potentially have affected claimants’ behaviour in one of two ways. 
Either having a surplus could be an incentive to move to better accommodation, or claimants could choose 
to move to cheaper accommodation to maximise any surplus that they could receive. Taking account of 
differences in housing stock and other factors that differed between Pathfinders and Controls, there was 
no indication that the introduction of the LHA had encouraged claimants to move to, or remain in, cramped 
accommodation in order to gain or maintain a surplus.

The overall condition of properties in the market was stable over time, even though there was a general 
increase in repairs being carried out by landlords in the previous three months from Baseline to Wave 3. 
Within this stability, there was evidence that landlords did not maintain properties with sitting tenants, but 
did if they had new tenants, and that the condition and satisfaction with properties was a factor in whether 
claimants moved to new accommodation. 

For Pathfinders and Controls alike, claimants who were in the same accommodation at Wave 1 and  
Wave 3 were less positive about it at Wave 3 in terms of general condition, specific repairs and satisfaction 
with the overall decoration, kitchen and bathroom. This increase in dissatisfaction with aspects of their 
accommodation that may have worsened over time was also reflected in claimants’ feelings about aspects 
of accommodation that would be the same at both waves, such as the size and number of rooms.

Some claimants appear to have dealt with this dissatisfaction by moving to properties where they felt happier. 
Among Pathfinder and Control movers alike, the current property was more likely to be described as needing 
no repairs, or only minor repairs, than their old home. On the whole, the current property was also deemed 
to have better-sized rooms, and to be in a better decorative state than the previous accommodation.

Among claimants who had moved home between Wave 1 and Wave 3, there was a shift in housing type in 
Pathfinder areas, but not in Control areas. In addition, upon moving, an increasing proportion of Pathfinders 
reported being satisfied with the number of rooms in their home, compared with their previous home. 
Among the Controls, there was minimal difference between Wave 1 and Wave 3. These findings indicate 
that a minority of Pathfinder claimants may be using the more generous allowance available under the 
LHA to move to more suitable accommodation, where it is available.
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Chapter 4: Moving history

Introduction

This chapter examines the recent moving history of claimants, beginning with recent accommodation moves, 
see below and then proceeding through reasons given for leaving their previous accommodation, see page 
69 and claimant experiences of looking for accommodation, see page 78. The chapter then looks at use 
of damage deposits and formal tenancy agreements, see page 84, and lastly the length of time they have 
lived in their current accommodation, see page 87. In all cases, the analysis compares differences across 
waves and area, and considers changes between movers and non-movers and between claimants who had 
a surplus and those who did not. In addition, there are often evident differences between the Pathfinders 
themselves, which the analysis seeks to explain through looking at Housing Benefit (HB) dominant, HB 
concentrated and HB dispersed markets.8

Accommodation moves in the last two years

The Local Housing Allowance (LHA) aims to empower claimants by enabling them to make more informed 
choices between the price and quality of their accommodation. If the LHA has indeed impacted on choice 
in this way, one of the results might be a systematic difference in the recent history of moves between 
claimants in the Pathfinders and claimants in the Controls.

Analysing moving behaviour in this way is challenging with longitudinal data, as movers, by definition, are 
more likely to account for attrition in the sample by Wave 3. This means that the Wave 3 sample is biased 
away from movers, which in turn confounds the analysis of moving history. Figure 4.1 illustrates this, as 
a similar proportion of claimants in the Baseline and Wave 1 samples had not previously changed their 
accommodation in the two years prior to interview in both the Pathfinders and Controls. However, by Wave 
3, the percentage of respondents who had not moved in the last two years had increased in both sets of 
areas. This is primarily down to movers making up the bulk of the sample attrition.

8	 See page 17 for a full explanation of the division of Pathfinder rental markets.
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Figure 4.1	 Percentage of claimants who had not moved accommodation in 		
	 past years by area and survey wave

 

Table 4.1	 Number of accommodation moves in past years by area and survey 	
	 wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 B	 W1	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Number of accommodation moves in past years						    

Never moved	 62	 57	 78	 37	 57	 58	 81	 25

Single move	 29	 30	 16	 42	 32	 30	 15	 55

Two or more	 9	 13	 5	 21	 11	 12	 4	 21	
					   

Unweighted bases	 2,347	 3,388	 1,757	 783	 854	 1,274	 598	 328

Base: All claimants renting in the Private Rented Sector (PRS) within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and 
NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.
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Crucially, however, the wave on wave pattern between Pathfinder and Control cohort is very similar. For 
instance, a similar proportion in both sets of areas had moved at both Wave 1 and at Wave 3 (Table 4.1). 
The fact that the trend pattern is not different between the Pathfinders and Controls implies that claimants 
change their accommodation approximately as often under the LHA as under the current HB system. In 
other words, the introduction of the LHA has not meant that Pathfinder claimants have systematically 
changed their accommodation more often.

In order to remove the attritional bias in this analysis, we might compare Wave 1 to Wave 3, restricting 
Wave 1 to a base of those claimants who still provided a valid response by Wave 3. However, this in fact 
makes very little difference to the figures presented in Table 4.1, as the pattern between the Pathfinders 
and Controls remains very similar,9 and, again, there is no indication that the LHA has caused claimants to 
systematically change their accommodation more often as a result. 

The Flow sample was designed to over-represent new claims relative to the cohort sample. New claims 
tend to occur when claimants move or have a change of circumstances, so we would expect to see a higher 
rate of moving among the Flow sample claimants. Indeed, this appears to be the case, with 21 per cent 
of Flow claimants in both Pathfinder and Controls moving twice or more, compared to 13 per cent and  
12 per cent of the Wave 1 samples respectively (Table 4.1). 

Another purpose of the Flow sample is to test whether the LHA is attracting more claims in the Pathfinders, 
particularly from people moving into the area. This might occur if the LHA assessment was perceived to be 
more generous than the non-LHA assessment of HB, which it indeed appears to be (see Chapter 8). If the 
LHA had this sort of impact, we might therefore expect to see more recent moves among the Pathfinder 
Flow claimants. In fact these claimants move less often than the Flow claimants in the Controls (Table 4.1), 
so there is no indication from this measure that the LHA is attracting new claimants into the Pathfinders. 

Reasons for leaving previous accommodation

Reasons for moving

The analysis in this section is based on all respondents, rather than restricting the Wave 2, Wave 3 and 
Flow bases to claimants who remain on HB/LHA and who are renting in the private rental sector within the 
original Local Authority (LA). This approach is taken so that respondents who moved out of the area, or 
came off HB/LHA are not excluded from the analysis. 

In both Pathfinders and Controls, there were very similar patterns in the reasons given for changing 
accommodation. Where there were changes over time, changes occurred in both the Pathfinders and 
Controls. In both areas, moving for ‘personal or family reasons’ was the most commonly cited. It was followed 
by three reasons cited by a very similar proportion of respondents: ‘wanted larger accommodation’; ‘other 
change of accommodation’, and ‘live in a better area’.10 

9	 Under the revised base, it is evident that we interviewed slightly more stable claimants by Wave 3, as the proportion that had not 
moved at Wave 1 increased. Crucially, however, this occurs in both the Pathfinders and Controls, so again, there is no indication 
that the LHA has caused Pathfinder claimants to move more often than Control claimants. 

10	Responses were recorded verbatim at the time of interview and subsequently coded into a code frame derived from systematic 
responses common to many claimants. 



Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

70

The commentary in this section focuses mainly on the reasons that might specifically be expected to vary in 
response to the introduction of the LHA: ‘wanted larger accommodation’, ‘live in a better area’, and ‘rent 
or finance-related reasons’. This also makes the analysis consistent with the later analysis in Chapter 6 of 
reasons given by claimants for wanting to move in the future. 

The percentage of respondents who cited wanting ‘larger accommodation’ in the Pathfinders is slightly 
higher than in the Controls at all waves but in each area there was little change across time (Table 4.2). 
There was a similar fluctuation in the numbers giving ‘live in better area’ as a reason for moving. 

Only a small percentage of respondents reported moving because of ‘rent or finance-related reasons’, 
although this reason became slightly more important in both Pathfinders and Controls over time. In the 
Pathfinders, this reason increased from four per cent at Baseline to eight per cent by Wave 3, and there was 
a similar increase in the Controls, from three to eight per cent over the same period. The increase in both 
is likely to be related to market rents, rather than any impact from the introduction of the LHA. However, 
even by Wave 3, the percentage spontaneously citing rent as a reason for moving is still modest.

The Flow sample in the Pathfinders differed to that in the Controls in terms of the respondents citing that 
they moved for ‘larger accommodation’. The proportion of Flow respondents who cited this in the Controls 
was slightly higher than those at Wave 3, whilst the proportion of Flow respondents in the Pathfinders 
citing this reason was lower than their counterparts at Wave 3 (Table 4.2). Therefore, there is no indication 
that ‘new’ claimants were moving into the Pathfinders because they perceived that they would be able to 
afford larger accommodation under the LHA. 

There were marginal differences between Flow and W3 in terms of wanting to live in a better area, or for 
rent or financial reasons. The pattern between the two areas was similar in both the Wave 3 and Flow 
samples (Table 4.2).
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Table 4.2	 Reasons for leaving previous address by area and survey wave

	 Multiple Response

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Reasons for leaving previous address					   

Personal/family reasons	 28	 34	 33	 32	 53	 37	 38	 34	 35	 50

Larger accommodation	 14	 16	 16	 17	 10	 12	 14	 13	 13	 17

Landlord selling/developing property	 14	 13	 13	 14	 7	 10	 8	 10	 13	 6

Other change of accommodation	 12	 24	 16	 16	 15	 9	 15	 17	 19	 16

Better area	 11	 16	 15	 15	 11	 12	 17	 18	 16	 10

Rent/finance-related reasons	 4	 5	 7	 8	 7	 3	 4	 7	 8	 7

Other	 28*	 16	 15	 14	 14	 30*	 14	 13	 12	 14	
				  

Unweighted bases	 2,352	 3,229	 2,185	 1,715	 730	 857	 1,279	 969	 697	 368

Base: All claimants who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is 
excluded from Wave 2.

* The high percentage of respondents for ‘other’ can be explained by the fact that the pre-codes in Baseline questionnaire were 
different to the rest of the waves which might have impacted on the percentage of responses. 

Pathfinder respondents who moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 became more likely to cite moving for 
‘larger accommodation’ (21 per cent at W3 compared to 15 per cent at Wave 1), with no comparable 
shift in Control areas (13 per cent and 11 per cent respectively) (Table 4.3). The proportion of movers who 
cited moving because they ‘wanted to live in a better area’ also increased more in Pathfinder areas than in 
Control areas (by four percentage points and one percentage point respectively).

Among movers, there was also an increase in the proportion of claimants who said they had moved because 
of ‘rent or financial reasons’ in both the Pathfinders and Controls by Wave 3, although the increase was 
greater in the Controls. So finances and the cost of accommodation are increasingly important factors in 
causing claimants to move, although there is no indication that this is having a greater impact on Pathfinder 
claimants. 
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Table 4.3	 Reasons for leaving previous address by moving history, area and 	
	 survey wave

	 Multiple response

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Reasons for leaving previous address								     

Personal/family reasons	 36	 29	 36	 27	 35	 34	 38	 38

Other change of accommodation	 18	 20	 14	 25	 25	 14	 17	 17

Larger accommodation	 15	 21	 13	 11	 17	 15	 13	 13

Landlord selling/developing property	 13	 18	 9	 23	 15	 13	 8	 8

Better area	 11	 15	 14	 15	 17	 15	 17	 17

Rent/finance-related reasons	 5	 10	 6	 18	 7	 7	 4	 4

Other	 17	 15	 17	 10	 14	 14	 13	 13	
							     

Unweighted bases	 469	 488	 198	 198	 1,329	 1,227	 498	 498

Base: All claimants who can be identified as a mover or non-mover. 

At both Wave 2 and Wave 3, claimants with an HB surplus were more likely to have moved because they 
‘wanted larger accommodation’ than those without a surplus, although this reason for moving was 
becoming more common for both groups (Table 4.4). It might be rather counter-intuitive for claimants 
with a surplus to cite this more often as a reason for having moved (as larger accommodation is usually 
more expensive and less likely to result in a surplus). However, this may be because they were previously 
over-occupying (in accommodation smaller than their LHA room entitlement), or they have moved into 
larger but poorer quality accommodation. In both cases, they may still receive a surplus, although perhaps 
a smaller one than previously. 

Claimants with a surplus were less likely to cite that they moved to ‘live in a better area’ than those without 
a surplus at each wave (Table 4.4). This is probably because moving into a better area will be correlated with 
moving into more expensive accommodation, where the claimant is less likely to be in receipt of a surplus 
in accommodation appropriate to their LHA room entitlement. 

Having a surplus is not related to having moved because of ‘rent or finance-related reason(s) (Table 4.4). 

Among claimants without a surplus, there was a four percentage point increase in moving because the 
‘landlord was selling the property’. Some claimants may, therefore, end up without a surplus because they 
have been forced to find new accommodation in a hurry and, hence, end up having to accept paying a 
higher rent.
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Table 4.4	 Reasons for leaving previous address by Housing Benefit surplus 	
	 and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Multiple response

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Reasons for leaving previous address				  

Larger accommodation	 18	 20	 15	 18

Other change of accommodation	 17	 17	 15	 16

Personal/family reasons	 31	 32	 33	 30

Better area	 13	 13	 17	 18

Rent/finance-related reasons	 7	 7	 6	 5

Landlord selling/developing property	 12	 11	 13	 17

Other	 15	 15	 14	 12		
		

Unweighted bases	 618	 419	 1,220	 847

Base: All Pathfinder claimants who can be identified as HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were 
not carried out in that area in all waves.

There were differences in reasons given for moving between respondents in HB dominant markets and HB 
dispersed markets (Table 4.5). Respondents in HB dominant markets were less likely to have moved because 
of ‘rent- or finance-related reason(s)’ than respondents in HB dispersed markets at each wave. At Wave 1, 
four per cent of respondents in HB dominant markets cited ‘rent or finance-related reason(s)’ for moving, 
while the proportion of respondents in HB dispersed was two percentage points higher at the same stage 
(six per cent). The percentages in both markets increased by Wave 3, although the increase was more 
evident in HB dispersed markets (three per cent increase, compared to one per cent respectively). It may be 
that tenants within the HB dominant markets, where HB dominates the PRS, are more able to successfully 
negotiate with landlords over their rent levels, rather than having to move if their rent becomes unaffordable. 
In HB dispersed rental markets, there is usually a ready supply of alternative tenants (such as students and 
workers) and, therefore, claimants have less scope to negotiate in the face of rent increases. 

Respondents in HB dominant and HB concentrated markets were consistently more likely to cite that they 
moved to ‘live in better area’ than those in the HB dispersed markets (Table 4.5). 
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Table 4.5	 Reasons for leaving previous address by Pathfinder market and 		
	 survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Multiple response

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated		 HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Reasons for leaving previous address									       

Larger accommodation	 16	 16	 18	 12	 14	 13	 14	 16	 17

Other change of accommodation	 17	 17	 17	 17	 18	 21	 14	 14	 14

Personal/family reasons	 35	 37	 37	 35	 33	 32	 31	 31	 30

Better area	 19	 20	 20	 20	 21	 21	 10	 12	 11

Rent-/finance-related reasons	 4	 5	 5	 5	 6	 8	 6	 8	 9

Landlord selling/developing property	 9	 10	 11	 10	 11	 11	 14	 15	 17

Other	 10	 10	 9	 12	 11	 12	 21	 19	 17	
								      

Unweighted bases	 804	 590	 439	 650	 474	 357	 1,581	 1,121	 881

Base: All Pathfinder claimants who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that 

area in all waves. 

Amount of rent as a factor in moving 

All respondents who did not cite ‘rent or finance-related reasons’ as one of the reasons for moving were 
prompted with an additional question which asked them directly whether rent had been a factor in their 
most recent move. 

Even when directly prompted, the majority of respondents in both Pathfinders and Controls did not think 
that rent was a factor when they left their previous accommodation, and the pattern between Pathfinders 
and Controls remained consistent (Figure 4.2, Table 4.6). Within the Pathfinders, ten per cent of claimants 
at Wave 1 agreed that the amount of rent was a factor in their move, increasing to 14 per cent by Wave 3. In 
the Controls, there was a similar increase from ten per cent to 15 per cent over the same period (Table 4.6). 
Again, there is little evidence of claimants having to move more often in the Pathfinders because of rent. 

The proportion of claimants who regarded rent as a factor in moving in the Flow sample was similar to that 
among Wave 3 claimants. 
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Figure 4.2	 Amount of rent as a factor in moving by area and survey wave

 

 

Table 4.6	 Amount of rent as a factor in moving by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

		  Pathfinders				    Controls

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, rent is a factor (spontaneous)	 5	 7	 8	 10	 4	 7	 8	 10

Yes, rent is a factor (prompted)	 5	 6	 6	 6	 6	 7	 7	 9

Yes, rent is factor (in total)	 10	 13	 14	 16	 10	 14	 15	 19

No, rent is not a factor	 90	 87	 86	 84	 90	 86	 84	 82	
							     

Unweighted bases	 3,218	 2,181	 1,711	 531	 1,275	 965	 695	 256

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.
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Among movers, at Wave 1, 12 per cent of the Pathfinders considered ‘rent as a factor’ when they had left 
their previous address compared with eight per cent of the Controls. However, when thinking about their 
most recent move, 11 per cent of Pathfinder claimants cited rent as a factor compared with 25 per cent of 
Control claimants (Table 4.7). This implies that claimants in the Pathfinders were becoming less likely to move 
as a direct result of some aspect of their rent relative to claimants in the Controls. The relative generosity 
of the LHA (see Chapter 8) in relation to HB may be reducing moves necessitated by rent arrears, evictions 
and inability to pay the rent. If this is the case, it is likely that Pathfinder claimants moved to improve the 
quality of their accommodation in some way. This is consistent with the findings reported in the conclusion 
of Chapter 3. The other consequence of this finding is that under the current HB system, claimants may not 
be able to capture an excess or may not be aware of the amount of benefit they will receive because of the 
lack of transparency, therefore they find it harder to sustain their tenancy when their rent increases.

Table 4.7	 Amount of rent as a factor in moving by moving history, area and 	
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, rent is a factor (spontaneous)	 6	 6	 5	 15	 7	 7	 4	 4

Yes, rent is a factor (prompted)	 6	 5	 3	 10	 5	 5	 5	 5

Yes, rent is a factor (in total) 	 12	 11	 8	 25	 12	 12	 9	 9

No, rent is not a factor	 87	 89	 92	 75	 89	 88	 91	 91	
						    

Unweighted bases	 270	 284	 98	 99	 1,300	 1,204	 489	 489

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 

or non-mover. 

Claimants with an HB surplus were more likely to cite rent as a factor in moving than those without a 
surplus at both Wave 2 and Wave 3 (Table 4.8). It appears that by Wave 3, rent was becoming less important 
as a factor in explaining moves for those without a surplus, although this is not statistically significant  
(Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8	 Amount of rent as a factor in moving by Housing Benefit surplus 	
	 and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, rent is a factor (spontaneous)	 7	 7	 6	 5

Yes, rent is a factor (prompted)	 5	 6	 5	 4

Yes, rent is a factor (in total)	 12	 13	 11	 9

No, rent is not a factor	 87	 87	 89	 91	
			 

Unweighted bases	 618	 418	 1,217	 847

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 

HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Claimants in HB dominant markets were less likely to move because of rent than claimants in other types of 
market, and this did not change over time (Table 4.9). This may be explained by the fact that average rents 
tend to be lower in HB dominant markets generally. It is also the case that landlords in the HB dominated 
markets have a greater tendency to track the LHA rates with their rents, so there is probably a narrower 
distribution in terms of the rents charged for claimant accommodation in these areas. It would, therefore, 
be more difficult to change accommodation specifically to pay a lower rent. 

Table 4.9	 Amount of rent as a factor in moving by Pathfinder market and 		
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated			 HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, rent is a factor (spontaneous)	 4	 5	 5	 5	 6	 8	 6	 8	 9

Yes, rent is a factor (prompted)	 5	 6	 5	 6	 7	 9	 6	 6	 6

Yes, rent is a factor (in total) 	 9	 11	 10	 11	 13	 17	 12	 14	 15

No, rent is not a factor	 91	 89	 90	 89	 87	 84	 88	 86	 85	
								      

Unweighted bases	 801	 589	 438	 649	 474	 357	 1,574	 1,118	 878

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.
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Claimants’ experience of looking for current accommodation 
A key consideration in the evaluation of the LHA is to gauge the extent to which claimants are able to make 
an informed choice on their accommodation when they move. However, one of the factors acting against 
claimants making more appropriate accommodation choices is the availability of suitable accommodation 
in the HB sector. Claimants were, therefore, asked whether they felt they had a good choice of housing 
available when they were looking for their current accommodation. The analysis in this section is based on 
claimants renting in the PRS at each wave throughout.

Choice of accommodation
The majority of claimants in both the Pathfinders and Controls felt they did not have a good choice of 
accommodation in their area, and the proportion saying this was similar in both at Baseline and Wave 3 
(Figure 4.3, Table 4.10). However, the pattern between Wave 1 and Wave 3 differs. There was little change 
in the Controls on this measure until the four percentage point increase between Wave 2 and Wave 3, when 
31 per cent said they had a good choice of accommodation. In contrast, there was a seven percentage point 
increase to 34 per cent in the Pathfinders between Baseline and Wave 1, then relative stability afterwards, 
so that by Wave 3, 33 per cent of claimants felt they had a good choice of accommodation. 

It is not clear whether the increase in the Pathfinders between Baseline and Wave 1 was caused by the LHA, 
as many of the most recent moves for respondents at Wave 1 would have pre-dated its introduction. What 
is clear is that, although there has been an overall improvement in perceived choice in the Pathfinders, 
all of this improvement occurred by Wave 1, just after the LHA was implemented and surpluses became 
possible. Perceived choice has then stagnated, and there has been no increase in the Pathfinders to match 
that observed in the Controls between Wave 2 and Wave 3. 

Figure 4.3	 Whether had a good choice of housing when looked for current 		
	 accommodation by area and survey wave
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Table 4.10	 Good choice of housing when looking for current accommodation 	
	 by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 27	 34	 33	 33	 36	 28	 28	 27	 31	 30

No	 73	 66	 67	 67	 64	 72	 72	 73	 69	 70	
					   

Unweighted bases	 2,136	 2,873	 1,671	 1,381	 661	 762	 1,129	 702	 512	 273

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2. 

Further support for this is the consistent percentage on this measure for movers in the Pathfinders between 
Wave 1 and Wave 3 (Table 4.11). Twenty-nine per cent of those that moved during this period had said they 
had a good choice of accommodation at Wave 1, reducing slightly to 28 per cent by Wave 3. It is perhaps 
more accurate to conclude that there is little evidence that the supply of good housing for HB claimants 
has actually changed much over the period of the evaluation, although the availability of surpluses under 
the LHA may have improved the perception of choice among those who have not tried to move.11 

Although movers in the Controls became more likely to say that they had a good choice of accommodation 
(increasing from 33 per cent at Wave 1 to 35 per cent at Wave 3), this was not a statistically different trend 
from the Pathfinders (Table 4.11).

 

11	The survey does not provide any evidence on this as it only asks about the previous move which may have occurred well before 
the introduction of the LHA.
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Table 4.11	 Good choice of housing when movers looking for current 			 
	 accommodation by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 29	 28	 33	 35

No 	 71	 72	 67	 65	
			 

Unweighted bases	 252	 253	 93	 89

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover.

Claimants who had an HB surplus in payment were more likely to report that they had a good choice of 
housing when looking for their current accommodation, than those without a surplus (Table 4.12). It may 
be that some claimants who end up without a surplus were in this position precisely because they had had 
to accept expensive accommodation in a hurry, in which case this measure may reflect claimants’ relative 
satisfaction with their current accommodation. In contrast, some of those with a surplus may have selected 
their accommodation with this in mind, knowing in advance how much LHA they would be entitled to. 

Table 4.12	 Good choice of housing when looking for current accommodation 	
	 by HB surplus and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 35	 36	 32	 31

No	 65	 64	 68	 69		
		

Unweighted bases	 541	 399	 1,076	 777

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as 
HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.



81

Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

Claimants in the HB dominant rental markets were most likely to agree that they had good choice of housing 
when moving into their current accommodation, and those in HB concentrated markets were least likely 
(Table 4.13). In HB dominant markets, this reflects the fact that there is less competition for accommodation 
from other typical renters, like students and young workers. In HB concentrated markets, the HB sector 
tends to be geographically concentrated and/or concentrated within certain specialist landlords. It may 
be that the introduction of the LHA caused some of these landlords to leave the HB rental sector, thereby 
reducing the availability of accommodation to claimants. The other possibility is that general inflation in 
market rents has caused other types of renter to start taking tenancies in the areas where HB tenants have 
concentrated in the past.

Table 4.13	 Good choice of housing when looking for current accommodation 	
	 by Pathfinder market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated			  HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 36	 36	 35	 31	 30	 29	 33	 31	 32

No	 64	 64	 65	 69	 70	 71	 67	 69	 68	
								      

Unweighted bases	 721	 472	 344	 574	 354	 271	 1,390	 845	 663

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 

because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Paying a deposit

Given the fact that some areas of the rental market will be closed to claimants who are unable to pay a deposit, 
it would be interesting to examine whether there is change over time in terms of proportion of claimants 
who have paid a deposit. An increase in paying deposits over time might show claimants with an HB surplus 
are using this to save a deposit, or pay it over the course of their tenancy. It also could indicate a change in 
the practice of landlords, perhaps because of worries about arrears caused by direct payments.

There was a difference between the Pathfinders and Controls in terms of the percentage of claimants 
who paid a returnable deposit to cover damages when they first moved into their current accommodation 
(Figure 4.4, Table 4.14). In the Pathfinders, 64 per cent of claimants at Baseline had paid a deposit; 
this increased to 69 per cent by Wave 1, and then remained constant. In contrast, within the Controls,  
60 per cent of claimants at Baseline had paid a deposit, but this was followed by a decrease of three percentage 
points to 57 per cent at Wave 1; after this point, the level remained stable. The increase in use of damage 
deposits between Baseline and Wave 1 in the Pathfinders (with an opposite shift in the Controls) implies 
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that the introduction of the LHA may have caused damage deposits to be charged on a limited number of 
tenancies where they previously were not required. This may be related to landlord worries about whether 
the increase in direct payments under the LHA would lead to more rent arrears It should be noted that there 
has been no subsequent increase in the use of damage deposits after Wave 1. 

Figure 4.4	 Paid returnable deposit when moving into current 				  
	 accommodation by area and survey wave

 

Table 4.14	 Paid returnable deposit when moving into current 				  
	 accommodation by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Paid deposit	

Yes	 64	 69	 68	 69	 69	 60	 57	 56	 57	 71

No	 36	 31	 32	 31	 31	 40	 43	 44	 43	 29

Unweighted bases	 2,325	 3,419	 1,885	 1,704	 753	 846	 1,275	 803	 591	 308

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.
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In the Flow sample, the proportion of claimants paying a deposit was consistent with Wave 3 in the 
Pathfinders. However, in the Controls, the Flow claimants were more likely to have paid a deposit than 
the Wave 3 claimants (71 per cent compared to 57 per cent). This may be related to the profile of the 
Flow sample in the Controls, who were more likely to be in a paid job and have a better pay than those at  
Wave 3 (See Chapter 2). 

Among movers, ten per cent more Pathfinder claimants reported paying a deposit than those in the Controls 
at both Wave 1 and Wave 3 (Table 4.15). However, use of damage deposits was decreasing over time for 
movers in both Pathfinders and Controls. This helps to explain why the overall figure for the use of damage 
deposits is generally stable in the Pathfinders after Wave 1 (Figure 4.4, Table 4.14). There is little evidence 
from this that experience of the LHA in practice has led to landlords changing their practices regarding 
damage deposits. 

Table 4.15	 Paid returnable deposit when moving into current 				  
	 accommodation by moving history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Paid								      

Yes	 81	 76	 71	 66	 67	 67	 54	 54

No	 19	 24	 29	 34	 33	 33	 46	 46	
							     

Unweighted bases	 286	 286	 98	 99	 1,420	 1,420	 493	 493

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover.

Claimants in the HB dispersed rental markets were more likely to have paid a returnable deposit than those 
in the HB concentrated markets (Table 4.16). This is likely to be related to landlord practice, as the specialist 
landlords in the HB concentrated markets may be more aware of the difficulty of paying deposits for HB 
claimants. There were no trends over time indicating changing practices.
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Table 4.16	 Paid a returnable deposit when moving into current 			 
	 accommodation by Pathfinder market and survey wave 			
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			   HB concentrated			   HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Paid deposit						    

Yes	 66	 66	 67	 62	 62	 62	 72	 71	 72

No	 34	 34	 33	 38	 38	 38	 28	 29	 28	
					   

Unweighted bases	 795	 536	 390	 640	 397	 305	 1,564	 952	 753

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 

because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Tenancy agreements

Another factor of interest in the private rental sector is the use of formal tenancy agreements, particularly 
as Pathfinder LAs have been actively promoting their use for HB tenants. It would be interesting to know 
whether the introduction of the LHA, and the associated publicity and interest in the PRS, has encouraged 
and promoted greater use of the formal tenancy agreement in the Pathfinders relative to the Controls. 

At Baseline, the percentage of claimants with a fixed-term tenancy agreement was similar in the Pathfinders 
and Controls (79 per cent and 78 per cent respectively) (Figure 4.5, Table 4.17). However, the percentage 
then increased in the Pathfinders, so that by Wave 3, 83 per cent had a fixed-term tenancy agreement, 
whilst the percentage in the Controls had remained more consistent, at 77 per cent. As with use of damage 
deposits, the majority of the increase occurred just after the introduction of the LHA and was reflected in 
the figures at Wave 1.

However, while Pathfinder claimants were more likely to have a fixed-term agreement, these were more 
likely to be for a shorter duration than those in the Controls. For instance, 27 per cent of all claimants had 
contracts lasting over six months in the Pathfinders at Wave 3, whilst the comparable figure in the Controls 
was 36 per cent (Table 4.17). Therefore, landlords initially reacted to the LHA through increased use of short-
term fixed tenancy agreements. This could again be related to the uncertainty many landlords felt about 
the impacts of the LHA, or it may be that landlords are increasingly being advised of their responsibility to 
provide formal tenancy documentation. 
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Table 4.17	 Tenancy agreement by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Tenancy agreement 										        

No	 21	 16	 15	 17	 21	 22	 23	 23	 23	 17

Yes, have a fixed-term contract	 79	 84	 85	 83	 79	 78	 77	 77	 77	 83

Yes, up to six months 	 49	 59	 60	 56	 51	 44	 42	 42	 41	 47

Yes, over six months	 30	 26	 26	 27	 27	 34	 36	 34	 36	 36	
					   

Unweighted bases	 2,327	 3,371	 1,885	 1,675	 767	 847	 1,261	 793	 579	 323

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 

from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Figure 4.5	 Tenancy agreement, by area and survey wave
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There were differences between movers and non-movers in terms of the duration of tenancy agreements. 
Overall, movers were more likely to have a fixed-term contract than non-movers. For example, 12 per cent 
and 13 per cent of movers in the Pathfinders at Wave 1 and Wave 3 respectively said they did not have a 
fixed-term contract, compared to 18 per cent of non-movers at both Wave 1 and Wave 3. However, the 
differences between the Pathfinders and Controls were not statistically significant, probably due to low 
mover sample sizes in the Controls (Table 4.18). 

Pathfinder movers were more likely to have a contract lasting up to six months than Control movers, but 
the figure for the Pathfinders had decreased by Wave 3 (65 per cent to 59 per cent). In the Controls, movers 
became more likely to be on an agreement of six months or less over the same period (45 per cent to  
49 per cent). Agreements of over six months increased among Pathfinder movers (22 to 28 per cent). So 
landlords are either increasingly offering longer tenancy agreements at the start of new tenancies in the 
Pathfinders, perhaps as claimants are more likely to sustain their tenancies under the LHA, or claimants 
themselves are actively seeking longer term agreements in order to lock in affordable rent levels.

Table 4.18	 Tenancy agreement by moving history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Tenancy agreement						    

No	 12	 13	 19	 17	 18	 18	 25	 25

Yes, have a fixed-term contract	 88	 87	 81	 83	 82	 82	 75	 75

Yes, up to six months	 65	 59	 45	 49	 55	 55	 38	 38

Yes, over six months	 22	 28	 35	 33	 27	 27	 36	 36	
							     

Unweighted bases	 283	 284	 99	 98	 1,420	 1,420	 482	 482

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover. 

 
Claimants were less likely to have a fixed-term tenancy agreement in the HB concentrated rental markets as 
opposed to the HB dominant markets, at all waves (Table 4.19). This is likely to be due to historical landlord 
practice among specialist landlords in the HB sector in the HB concentrated markets.12 The findings from 
table 4.16 also indicate that these cases are less likely to pay a deposit. This does not seem to have been 
affected by the introduction of the LHA.

12	This might occur if, for example, the specialist HB sector landlords in these areas had a historical tendency not to provide formal 
tenancy documentation to HB claimants.
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Table 4.19	 Tenancy agreement by Pathfinder market and survey wave 		
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant			  HB concentrated		 HB dispersed

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Tenancy agreement									       

No	 13	 13	 16	 18	 18	 19	 15	 15	 14

Yes, have a fixed-term contract	 87	 87	 84	 82	 82	 81	 85	 85	 86

Yes, up to six months 	 70	 69	 67	 52	 51	 47	 58	 57	 57

Yes, over six months	 18	 18	 17	 30	 31	 34	 27	 28	 28	
								      

Unweighted bases	 794	 533	 386	 642	 399	 303	 1,568	 953	 755

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Length of time in current accommodation

Overall, the majority of claimants in both the Pathfinders and Controls had been in their current 
accommodation for more than two years. There were no significant differences between the two areas in 
the pattern of this measure over time (Table 4.20). 

Between Wave 1 and Wave 3, there has been a wave on wave increase in the percentage of claimants 
who had lived in their current accommodation for more than two years in both Pathfinders and Controls. 
Claimants in the Flow sample are also less likely to have been in their accommodation for more than two 
years in both Pathfinders and Controls. However, this is due to attrition in the cohort sample and Flow 
sample design rather than the introduction of the LHA (See Chapter 2, page 19). 
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Table 4.20	 Length of time in current property, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Length of residency at current address									       

0-12 months	 19	 29	 13	 8	 33	 23	 28	 10	 7	 30

13-24 months	 20	 18	 23	 9	 37	 21	 19	 24	 4	 50

25+ months	 61	 53	 64	 83	 30	 56	 53	 66	 89	 20	
									       

Unweighted bases	 2,349	 3,468	 1,908	 1,617	 775	 855	 1,272	 802	 560	 324

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Conclusion

The evidence in this chapter indicates that the LHA has had a minimal impact on claimant moving behaviour, 
with little evidence of claimants moving more often or being attracted into Pathfinder areas by any aspect of 
the LHA. There is no suggestion that the LHA is empowering claimants to move into larger accommodation 
or to a better area. 

There is some evidence that the introduction of the LHA did have an initial impact on claimants’ perception of 
the choice of accommodation available to them, possibly because of the existence of surpluses in payments 
under the new rules. However, Pathfinder claimants who had experienced a move between Wave 1 and 
Wave 3 did not report increased choice. The limited supply of accommodation available to HB claimants is, 
therefore, likely to be the greatest determinant of claimants’ perception of the choice of accommodation 
available to them. 

The introduction of the LHA does seem to have had an initial impact on landlords’ use of damage deposits 
and formal tenancy agreements, which appear to have become more common between Baseline and  
Wave 1. This is likely to reflect some landlords mitigating the perceived risks of more direct payments under 
the LHA. The stabilisation in the percentage of claimants paying a damage deposit and/or having a formal 
tenancy agreement after Wave 1 may reflect the absence of any major increase in rent arrears as a result 
of the introduction of the LHA, which is reported in Chapter 8. 
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Chapter 5: Payment methods and rent arrears

Introduction

This chapter combines Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) administrative and survey data to examine 
the payment methods used to pay Housing Benefit (HB) to claimants, including claimants’ preferences around 
payment methods and any link between payment methods and the incidence of rent arrears. The chapter 
also describes the effect of the drive to encourage claimants in the Pathfinders to open bank accounts in 
order to receive payment of their HB amount. 

The chapter has five main sections: firstly, a focus on who receives the HB payment, see below, and claimant 
preferences regarding this, see page 93; a focus on direct payments, including how the HB is paid, access 
to bank and building society accounts and how landlords receive the contractual rent, see page 107; and, 
lastly, rent arrears, see page 110. The chapter closes with some concluding remarks. 

Payment of the Housing Benefit amount 

Under the existing HB system, a large proportion of claims are paid to the landlords by the Local Authority 
(LA), and the claimants themselves do not have to manage payment of their contractual rent. One of the 
key elements of the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) reforms is that claimants should receive direct payments 
in all but exceptional circumstances.13 This aim is to encourage claimants to take financial responsibility 
for paying their rent, which should in turn help develop the skills required for workless claimants to return 
to work, and facilitate decision-making on accommodation, specifically on trading between the price and 
quality of accommodation.

Who receives the Housing Benefit payment?

Figure 5.1 shows that the switch to direct payments under the LHA had a large initial impact on the percentage 
of claimants receiving direct payments in the Pathfinders, which increased from 50 per cent at Baseline to 
91 per cent by Wave 1 (Table 5.1). However, the percentage receiving direct payments has subsequently 
decreased slightly at Wave 2 (by four percentage points) and Wave 3 (by a further three percentage points), 
so that by Wave 3, 84 per cent of claimants were receiving direct payments in the Pathfinders. The percentage 
receiving direct payments in the Comparators was much lower than in the Pathfinders, and decreased by 
two percentage points between Wave 2 and Wave 3, to 35 per cent. 

From the administrative data, it appears that the percentage of claimants receiving direct payments in the 
Pathfinders may have further to fall before reaching a steady state, although the rate of decrease is modest, 
and may have slowed slightly between Wave 2 and Wave 3. 

13	Payment to the landlord is only possible if the claimant is classified as vulnerable, as unlikely to pay the rent, as won’t pay the 
rent, or because they have got themselves into eight weeks or more of rent arrears.
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Figure 5.1	 Percentage of claimants receiving direct payments, by area and 		
	 survey wave

 

Table 5.1	 Who receives payment of the Housing Benefit amount by area and 	
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Direct payment	 Landlord payment

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Pathfinders	 50	 91	 87	 84	 50	 9	 13	 16

Comparators	 -	 37	 37	 35	 -	 63	 63	 65

Source: For Pathfinders - DWP administrative data August 2004, May 2005, February 2006. 

For Comparators - DWP administrative data September 2004, May 2005, July 2006.

Notes: Figures exclude split payment cases where they can be identified. ‘-’ indicates data is not available. 

The survey data is consistent with this finding. It also shows the initial impact of the LHA, with direct 
payments in the Pathfinders increasing from 46 per cent of claimants at Baseline, to 88 per cent by  
Wave 1 (Table 5.2). By Wave 3, the percentage on direct payments within the cohort had only suffered a 
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modest reduction, to 86 per cent. The percentage on direct payments between Wave 2 and Wave 3 in the 
cohort remains consistent, perhaps indicating an emerging ‘steady state’ among long-term claimants in the 
overall caseload. The percentage of Pathfinder Flow claimants on direct payments is directly comparable to 
Wave 3 (87 per cent). The administrative and survey data, therefore, agree that there is only a very modest 
downward trend in the percentage of claimants receiving direct payments in the Pathfinders. 

Although there has been a general downward trend in the percentage on direct payments in the Control 
cohort, at least until Wave 3, the Flow sample claimants in those areas were more likely to be on direct 
payments (55 per cent compared to 31 per cent among Wave 3 claimants). 

Table 5.2	 Who receives payment of the Housing Benefit amount by area and 	
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Landlord or letting agent	 54	 11	 14	 14	 13	 59	 66	 70	 69	 45

Respondent or partner	 46	 88	 85	 86	 87	 41	 34	 29	 31	 55

Other	 -	 0	 1	 0	 -	 -	 0	 0	 -	 0	
							     

Unweighted bases	 2,361	 3,406	 1,911	 1,506	 785	 860	 1,282	 804	 509	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the Private Rented Sector (PRS) within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and 
NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

In the Pathfinders, the percentage on direct payments decreased faster for non-movers between Wave 1 
and Wave 3 than it did for movers (four percentage points compared to two percentage points) (Table 5.3). 
This implies that reversion to landlord payments is somewhat more likely in tenancies of longer duration. 
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Table 5.3	 Who receives payment of the Housing Benefit amount by moving 	
	 history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Landlord or letting agent	 7	 9	 69	 69	 10	 14	 68	 69

Respondent or partner	 93	 91	 31	 31	 90	 86	 32	 31

Other	 0	  -	 - 	 - 	 0	 0	 - 	 - 		
						    

Unweighted bases	 283	 219	 99	 71	 1,416	 1,294	 494	 439

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as a mover 
or non-mover.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Claimants in HB dominant Pathfinders, where the rental market is heavily influenced by the HB sector,14 
were more likely to be on landlord payments than claimants in HB concentrated or dispersed markets at all 
waves. By Wave 3, 26 per cent of claims in the HB dominated markets were paid to the landlord, compared 
to 14 per cent in HB concentrated, and ten per cent in HB dispersed markets. This implies that applications 
for landlord payments were more likely in LAs where a greater proportion of the tenancies pay rent through 
HB. In fact, the self-reported incidence of rent arrears among claimants in the HB dominated markets is 
slightly higher than in HB concentrated and dispersed markets by Wave 3, which may explain the higher 
incidence of landlord payments (see page 114 and Table 5.28). Another explanation is that landlords and 
LAs may work more closely together in the rental markets dominated by HB, leading to greater numbers 
of claims reverting to landlord payments.

The rate of increase between Wave 1 and Wave 3 is not significantly different between the markets, although 
this is maybe due to the available sample sizes. 

14	See Chapter 1, page 17 for a fuller explanation of the division between Pathfinder rental markets.



93

Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

Table 5.4	 Who receives payment of the Housing Benefit amount by 			 
	 Pathfinder market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			   HB concentrated 			  HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Landlord or letting agent	 16	 22	 26	 10	 12	 14	 9	 11	 10

Respondent or partner	 84	 77	 74	 89	 88	 86	 90	 89	 90

Other	 1	 1	 0*	 1	 1	 0*	 0*	 0*	 0*	
	

Unweighted bases	 802	 543	 368	 650	 406	 270	 1,580	 962	 659

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Notes: 0* represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Claimant preferences on who receives the Housing Benefit 
payment

Under the LHA, many claimants who previously had their HB paid directly to their landlord were switched 
to direct payments. It is likely that this would have an impact on claimants’ preferences about how they 
would prefer their HB to be paid. To measure this, claimants on direct payments were asked whether they 
would prefer landlord payments, and claimants on landlord payments were asked whether they would 
prefer direct payments.

Preferences of claimants on landlord payments

The analysis of the preferences of claimants on landlord payments within the Pathfinders is confounded 
somewhat by the fact that claimants are paid direct except under exceptional circumstances. This means 
that there are low numbers of claimants on landlord payments by Wave 3, and in the Flow sample. The 
following analysis on the preferences of claimants on landlord payments (Table 5.5) should, therefore, be 
treated with some caution.
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Table 5.5	 Whether claimants on landlord payments would prefer direct 		
	 payments by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 13	 10	 9	 7	 16	 7	 6	 7	 5	 4

No	 87	 90	 91	 93	 84	 93	 94	 93	 95	 96	
									       

Unweighted bases	 1,198	 306	 227	 191	 106	 562	 830	 555	 343	 170

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response on landlord payments. Blackpool and 
NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

The vast majority of claimants on landlord payments at each wave preferred their HB to be paid that way 
in both the Pathfinders and Controls. With the exception of the Flow sample, the Pathfinders were less 
likely to prefer payment to the landlord than the Controls on this measure, with the difference being most 
striking at Baseline (13 per cent compared to seven per cent in the Controls) (Table 5.5). 

There appears to be a downward trend in preference for direct payments in the Pathfinders between Baseline 
and Wave 3. This is probably because claimants on landlord payments by Wave 3 will contain a greater 
proportion of those classified as, for example, vulnerable or unlikely to pay the rent, than at Wave 1. Being 
on landlord payments may protect such claimants from getting into rent arrears (see page 95).

It also appears that Flow claimants are more likely to want to switch to direct payments in the Pathfinders. 
It may be that Flow claimants have a higher likelihood of being classified as, for example, vulnerable or 
unlikely to pay the rent in opposition to their own preferences, than Wave 3 claimants. It is not clear why 
this might be, although some landlords may be applying for landlord payments at the start of new tenancy 
agreements, which are more likely to be reflected in the Flow sample. There is some evidence to support this 
from the landlord qualitative interviews, which found that a number of landlords were following a strategy 
of deliberately targeting tenants that were most likely to be classified as vulnerable by the LA.15

15	See Chapter 7 in Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation: The qualitative evidence of landlords’ and agents’ experience in the 
nine Pathfinder areas (2006), DWP.	
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Reasons given for preferring landlord payments, among those on landlord 
payments

Claimants on landlord payments who prefer it that way commonly cite the following reasons: that they 
do not want the responsibility associated with direct payments; that they are not good with money, or 
that they want to be sure that their rent will be paid (Table 5.6). These reasons are all associated with the 
process of taking responsibility for paying the rent. 

Table 5.6	 Why claimants on landlord payments prefer the landlord to 		
	 receive it by area and survey wave

	 Multiple Response

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Not good with money	 19	 30	 33	 27	 27	 19	 16	 20	 24	 20

Doesn’t want responsibility	 56	 51	 45	 58	 48	 53	 56	 56	 59	 48

Know rent being paid	 22	 10	 23	 12	 30	 25	 24	 31	 22	 23

Happy with existing system	 10	 6	 8	 4	 2	 10	 5	 6	 6	 7

It’s landlords money	 3	 1	 1	 0	  	 4	 3	 3	 6	 1

Landlord prefers it	 2	 3	 1	 2	 2	 2	 1	 5	 3	 5

Other	 4	 13	 9	 11	 11	 5	 6	 3	 6	 10

No reason											         
									       

Unweighted bases	 1,006	 264	 209	 176	 91	 505	 775	 517	 325	 162

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response on landlord payments who prefer it. 
Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Preferences of claimants on direct payments

The implementation of direct payments except under exceptional circumstances under the LHA removed 
the choice for claimants to request their benefit was paid to the landlord. This meant a smaller proportion of 
claimants receiving the payment direct under the LHA had chosen to do so. This explains why the percentage 
of claimants on direct payments who preferred payment to the landlord increased from nine per cent at 
Baseline to 28 per cent by Wave 1 (Table 5.7). This percentage subsequently decreased wave on wave, so 
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that by Wave 3, 18 per cent of claimants on direct payments would prefer payment to the landlord. This 
trend is significantly different to that within the Controls, where the relevant percentages were more stable, 
and comparable to the Baseline within the Pathfinders. There were no significant differences between the 
Flow sample and Wave 3.

Table 5.7	 Whether claimants on direct payments would prefer landlord 		
	 payments by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 9	 28	 21	 18	 17	 11	 10	 7	 10	 14

No	 91	 72	 79	 82	 83	 89	 90	 93	 90	 86	
									       

Unweighted bases	 1,086	 2,845	 1,624	 1,271	 646	 288	 399	 240	 157	 147

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response on direct payments. Item non-response 
was highest in the Pathfinders at W1. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline. Edinburgh is excluded from  
Wave 2. 

The downward trend in the Pathfinders between Wave 1 and Wave 3 can be partially explained by the 
decrease in the percentage of claimants receiving direct payments over the same period. It is probable that 
a number of the claimants who expressed a preference for landlord payments at Wave 1 were subsequently 
classified as vulnerable or unlikely to pay the rent, and were, therefore, switched back to landlord payments. 
However, it is also possible that some of the trend is down to claimants realising the benefits of direct 
payments through experience over time, causing them to change their stated preference. It is not possible 
to determine which of these explanations is more important. However, the fact that a similar proportion 
of Flow claimants said that they would prefer landlord payments as Wave 3 claimants in the Pathfinders 
implies that the expectations of claimants may have changed, as the LHA became bedded down. In other 
words, the system of direct payments except in exceptional circumstances has become more embedded 
in claimant expectations over the two years since the LHA was introduced.16

16 It is worth noting that this process has occurred quickly given that the increase in landlord payments occurred gradually over a 
period of twenty years.	
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Table 5.8	 Whether claimants on direct payments would prefer landlord 		
	 payments, by moving history, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 24	 19	 *	 *	 28	 18	 10	 11

No	 76	 81	 *	 *	 72	 82	 90	 89	
					   

Unweighted bases	 253	 191	 28	 22	 1,206	 1,096	 155	 134

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response on direct payments and who can be 
identified as a mover or non-mover. 

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

‘*’ Figures are not reported as unreliable where unweighted bases are under 30.

There was also a difference in the Pathfinders between movers and non-movers by wave. This is because the 
percentage of claimants receiving direct payments who stated a preference for landlord payments decreased 
at twice the rate for non-movers than for movers between Wave 1 and Wave 3 (by ten percentage points 
compared to five percentage points, Table 5.8). 

The decrease among movers in preference for landlord payments might be linked to the benefits of direct 
payments, in the sense that moving may have led claimants to get into better quality accommodation. 
There is certainly some evidence in Chapter 3, page 48 to support this. 

It appears that claimants on direct payments in HB dominated rental markets are more likely to want landlord 
payments (Table 5.9). This accords with the finding from Table 5.4 that landlord payments are also highest 
in these areas under the LHA. It is also likely that the incidence of landlord payments was higher in these 
markets prior to the implementation of the LHA and, therefore, the impact of the switch to direct payments 
was greater. However, the percentage preferring landlord payments decreases wave on wave in all three 
market types, and the largest decrease of 21 percentage points occurs in the HB dominant areas. 
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Table 5.9	 Whether claimants on direct payments would prefer landlord 		
	 payments by Pathfinder market and survey wave  
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			  HB concentrated 			   HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 51	 37	 30	 30	 18	 17	 18	 14	 12

No	 49	 63	 70	 70	 82	 83	 82	 86	 88	
						    

Unweighted bases	 607	 421	 270	 543	 350	 231	 1,365	 853	 582

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments. 
Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Reasons for preferring direct payments, among claimants on direct payments

Claimants on direct payments who preferred to receive the HB that way most commonly cited the following 
reasons: that it gave them more control and responsibility; that it was more convenient that way, and 
that they could ensure the rent was paid. There were no consistent differences between Pathfinders and 
Controls (Table 5.10). 
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Table 5.10	 Reasons why claimants who receive Housing Benefit themselves 	
	 prefer to receive it themselves by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

More control/responsibility	 45	 31	 36	 34	 31	 44	 30	 36	 42	 37

Ensure rent is paid	 17	 16	 10	 14	 17	 23	 15	 11	 12	 14

More convenient	 14	 20	 21	 18	 15	 14	 20	 18	 22	 14

Happy with existing system	 12	 14	 15	 14	 10	 12	 9	 14	 13	 6

Landlord doesn’t know  
claimant is on HB/LHA	 8	 5	 4	 5	 8	 2	 7	 8	 6	 15

Landlord prefers it	 6	 3	 3	 5	 3	 8	 3	 5	 5	 3

Use rent as leverage with  
landlord	 8	 6	 7	 9	 7	 6	 9	 10	 14	 1

Other	 3	 8	 7	 9	 15	 5	 6	 4	 2	 16

No reason	 1	 9	 8	 9	 5	 0*	 6	 4	 4	 7	
								      

Unweighted bases	 1,080	 2,058	 1,286	 1,065	 543	 272	 409	 259	 160	 135

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response who receive direct payments and prefer 
direct payments. A limited number of missing values may be excluded. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded from the Baseline 
data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

0* represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Whether claimants on direct payments have asked for payment to the 
landlord

After the implementation of the LHA, claimants on direct payments17 within the Pathfinders were asked 
whether they had actually made a request for payments to go to the landlord.18 

The percentage making such a request was highest immediately after the implementation of the 
LHA at Wave 1 (13 per cent made a request between starting on the LHA and Wave 1) (Table 5.11).  

17	The bases for this analysis included a small number of claimants on third party payments. This sometimes occurs when a third 
party such as a charity manages paying the claimant’s rent.

18	The Wave 1 and Flow question was whether they had asked for this since being on LHA. The Wave 2 and Wave 3 questions 
asked whether such a request had been made since the previous interview, which is a slightly shorter reference period.
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Between Wave 1 and Wave 2, and between Wave 2 and Wave 3, the percentages making such a request 
decreased to five per cent at each wave. This is certainly partly a function of the differing reference period 
in the question at different waves. However, it is noticeable that among claimants on direct payments, 
the percentage making a formal request for landlord payments at Wave 2 and Wave 3 is lower than the 
percentage who said they would prefer payment to the landlord (as reported in Table 5.7). This is a factor 
contributing to the modest increase in payments to the landlord after Wave 1, and also helps to explain 
why the percentage who would prefer landlord payments is still twice as high at Wave 3 than it was at 
Baseline (18 per cent compared to nine per cent, Table 5.7). This also means that many of the claimants 
on direct payments who said they would prefer landlord payments may have made no application for 
landlord payments at all. This may reflect low expectations among claimants that such a request is likely to 
be successful, or tacit acceptance that direct payments do have some benefits.

Table 5.11	 Whether has made a request for payment to the landlord by area 	
	 and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  Pathfinders

	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 13	 5	 5

No	 87	 95	 95		
	

Unweighted bases	 3,057	 1,676	 1,310

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments. Edinburgh is 
excluded from Wave 2.

Landlord awareness of receipt of direct payments

Claimants on direct payments were asked whether their current landlord (or letting agency) was aware 
that they were on HB. In general, only a low percentage, around a tenth of claimants, hide the fact that 
they are on HB from their landlords, and there were no significant differences between the Pathfinders and 
Controls between Wave 1 and Wave 3 on this measure. In other words, the emphasis on direct payments 
under the LHA has not led to a large increase in claimants hiding the fact that they are on benefit in order 
to secure accommodation not usually available to benefit claimants.

However, claimants in the Flow sample were slightly less likely to have told their landlord or letting agent 
that they were on benefit than claimants at Wave 3 in both the Pathfinders and Controls. 
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Table 5.12	 Landlords’ awareness of Housing Benefit receipt by area and 		
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 90	 90	 89	 86	 89	 90	 88	 82

No	 10	 10	 11	 14	 11	 10	 12	 18		
						    

Unweighted bases	 2,940	 1,594	 1,249	 613	 417	 233	 156	 151

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

The sample sizes relating to movers on direct payments in the Controls are insufficient to do any analysis 
comparing Pathfinders and Controls. However, within the Pathfinders, claimants who moved between  
Wave 1 and Wave 3 were less likely to have informed their landlords that they were on benefit than claimants 
who did not move, at both Wave 1 and Wave 3 (Table 5.13). 

This may imply that the type of claimants who moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 were generally less 
likely to reveal that they were on benefit when they changed their accommodation. However, the difference 
is only around five percentage points compared to non-movers, and is not becoming significantly more 
likely over time. It is unlikely that the increase in direct payments under the LHA is having an impact on the 
number of movers hiding their status as benefit claimants in order to secure better accommodation, as 
the Wave 1 and Wave 3 figure for movers in the Pathfinders is similar, that is, their previous landlord was 
as likely to know that they were on benefit as their current one. 

Table 5.13	 Landlords’ awareness of Housing Benefit receipt by moving 		
	 history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Yes	 86	 85	 *	 *	 91	 90	 89	 90

No	 14	 15	 *	 *	 9	 10	 11	 10		
						    

Unweighted bases	 254	 190	 29	 22	 1,239	 1,074	 158	 133

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as mover or 
non-mover. 
‘*’ Figures are not reported where unweighted base sizes are under 30.
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Claimants on direct payments are less likely to inform their landlord or letting agent that they are in receipt 
of HB in HB dispersed rental markets. 

Table 5.14	 Landlords’ awareness of Housing Benefit receipt by Pathfinder 		
	 market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			  HB concentrated 		  HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 98	 98	 97	 95	 96	 98	 84	 85	 83

No	 2	 2	 3	 5	 4	 2	 16	 15	 17	
				  

Unweighted bases	 672	 420	 279	 573	 354	 223	 1,374	 820	 572

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 
because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Methods of direct payment

Another aspect of the switch to direct payments under the LHA reforms is the promotion of financial inclusion 
by encouraging claimants to have their HB paid into a bank account and, where possible, to pay their rent 
to their landlord using a standing order or direct debit. This has the advantage of being a safe and secure 
method of payment, and provides certainty to the landlord that the rent will be paid. 

This section reports administrative and survey data on how the HB is being paid to claimants who receive it 
direct, and survey data on access to bank and building society accounts and how claimants report paying 
their contractual rent to their landlords.

How claimants on direct payments receive their Housing Benefit

Claimants are paid their HB in two main ways; either by cheque, or by Automated Credit Transfer (ACT) 
straight into a bank or building society account.19

The DWP Pathfinder administrative data in Figure 5.2 shows that the percentage of claimants on direct 
payments receiving their HB payments by ACT has increased wave on wave, from 61 per cent six months 
after the implementation of the LHA at Wave 1 to 79 per cent at Wave 3. During the same period, payments 
by cheque have decreased from 39 per cent to 21 per cent.

19	There are other ways e.g. GIRO, but these are much less common payment methods.
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Figure 5.2	 Percentage of claimants receiving Automated Credit Transfer or 		
	 cheque payments, by survey wave (Pathfinders only)

 

 

Table 5.15	 Method of payment in Pathfinder areas for claimants paid direct

	 Column percentages

	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	

Method of payment			 

ACT	 61	 71	 79

Cheque 	 39	 29	 21

Source: DWP Pathfinders administrative data August 2004, May 2005, February 2006. 

Notes: Baseline data not available. ACT facility not available in Teignbridge in Wave 1 (August 2004). Percentages are rounded 

to the nearest whole per cent.

The survey data also shows that the percentage of claimants receiving direct payments by ACT in the 
Pathfinders has increased between Wave 1 and Wave 3, whilst in the Controls payment by ACT has remained 
stable (Table 5.16). 
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Table 5.16	 How claimants were paid Housing Benefit by area and survey 		
	 wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

By cheque	 27	 16	 17	 14	 44	 42	 43	 28

Directly into a bank account	 73	 83	 82	 85	 56	 57	 57	 72

Some other way	 0	 1	 0	 1	 - 	 1	 0	 - 		
					   

Unweighted bases	 3,070	 1,671	 1,310	 678	 432	 244	 161	 155

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response on direct payments. Edinburgh is 
excluded from Wave 2.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

The switch toward ACT payments was eased by the extra finance provided to the Money advice service 
(MAS) in the Pathfinders, as part of the funding for setting up the LHA.20 These services took an active role 
in advising claimants on financial matters, including issues relating to starting bank accounts, and managing 
finances through automated payments. 

The increase in ACT payments across the Pathfinders is quite gradual, and part of the reason for this was 
that Teignbridge used the Pathfinder status for funding to introduce ACT over a period of six to eight 
months after the implementation of the LHA. With Teignbridge excluded, the increase in ACT payments 
would appear to be faster. 

It should be noted that some of the other Pathfinder areas were active in promoting ACT over cheque 
payments for cost reasons, for example, because their bankers withdrew their free cheque cashing services. 
This was also common to Control areas, however, so does not explain the increase in ACT payments 
observed in the Pathfinders. 

Claimants in the Flow sample appear more likely to receive payments by ACT, particularly in the Controls. 
Claimants in the Flow sample were more likely to be in employment or to have recently been in employment, 
and would be more likely to have a bank account (for their wages to be automatically paid), and thus would 
be more likely to receive payments via ACT. 

The rate of increase in ACT payments was similar for movers and non-movers (at eight percentage points 
between Wave 1 and Wave 3), so changing accommodation was not related to a higher chance of being 
switched to ACT payments (Table 5.17). 

20	These services were provided in a variety of places across the different Pathfinders, including Citizens Advice Bureau’s and Welfare 
Advice Units. See Chapter 3 of the final report of the operational stream of the evaluation (report 10), ‘Local Housing Allowance 
Final Evaluation : Implementation and delivery in the nine Pathfinder areas’.
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Table 5.17	 How claimants were paid Housing Benefit by moving history, area 	
	 and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

By cheque	 20	 11	 [22]	 *	 24	 17	 47	 48

Directly into a bank account	 80	 88	 [78]	 *	 75	 83	 53	 52

Some other way	 - 	 1	 - 	 *	 1	 0	 - 	 0	
							     

Unweighted bases	 264	 197	 [30]	 20	 1,296	 1,129	 165	 139

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments who can be 
identified as a mover or non-mover.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0 represents percentages of less than 0.5.

‘*’ Figures are not reported where unweighted base sizes are under 30.

Where figures are reported within square brackets [ ] they should be treated with some caution.

However, a larger percentage of those who moved had reported receiving ACT payments at Wave 1, and 
this was, therefore, maintained at Wave 3. Payment by ACT was less common in HB concentrated areas 
than in HB dominant and HB dispersed areas. 

Table 5.18	 How claimants were paid the Local Housing Allowance, by 			
	 Pathfinder market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			  HB concentrated 			  HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

By cheque	 20	 11	 9	 36	 22	 17	 23	 17	 10

Directly into a bank account	 80	 88	 91	 64	 78	 83	 77	 82	 90

Some other way	 0*	 1	 1	 - 	 1	 1	 - 	 1	 0*

Unweighted bases	 681	 430	 283	 592	 362	 237	 1,456	 879	 598

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments. 
Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves. 
Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0* represents percentages of less than 0.5.
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Access to bank and building society accounts

Improving the financial inclusion among claimants in the Pathfinders is a key aim of the LHA reforms, and 
the survey data indicates that nearly all claimants in these areas now have access to bank and building 
society accounts. By Wave 3, 96 per cent of Pathfinder claimants have access to such accounts, compared 
to 80 per cent in the Controls (Table 5.19). Additionally, the percentage of Flow claimants in the Pathfinders 
with access to accounts is directly comparable to Wave 3, at 95 per cent.

Again, the Flow sample in the Controls were more likely to report access to such accounts than their  
Wave 3 counterparts (91 per cent compared to 80 per cent respectively).

Table 5.19	 Access to bank and building society accounts, by area and survey 	
	 wave

	 Column percentages

		  Pathfinders			   Controls

	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 91	 96	 95	 81	 80	 91

No	 4	 4	 5	 19	 20	 9		
				  

Unweighted bases	 1,908	 1,504	 781	 802	 509	 328

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Baseline and Wave 1 are excluded because a questionnaire change prior to Wave 2.

The generally high levels of access to bank and building society accounts means that there are few major 
differences by moving status, or whether the claimant has an HB surplus to comment on. However, claimants 
in HB dispersed markets are the most likely to have access to bank and building society accounts.
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Table 5.20	 Access to bank and building society accounts, by Pathfinder 		
	 market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 HB dominant 	 HB concentrated 	 HB dispersed 

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes	 93	 95	 94	 94	 98	 97

No	 7	 5	 6	 6	 2	 3	
					   

Unweighted bases	 542	 368	 406	 269	 960	 659

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 

because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

How claimants on direct payments pay their contractual rent

Among Pathfinder claimants on direct payments, there has been an eight percentage point increase in 
paying the rent by direct debit or standing order between Wave 1 and Wave 3 (and a six percentage point 
decrease in cash payments), which was not replicated in the Controls (Table 5.21). This accords with the 
finding in the landlord stream of the evaluation that collecting the rent by standing order or direct debit was 
more common in the Pathfinders than in the Controls,21 as well as the finding in the landlord qualitative 
interviews that some landlords were actively encouraging payment by standing order or direct debit as a 
way of mitigating the risk of claimants getting into rent arrears.22 

The percentage paying their rent by cheque in the Pathfinders has remained consistent in both Pathfinders 
and Controls.

21	According to landlords and letting agents surveyed, 27 per cent of lettings to Housing Benefit tenants had the rent collected by 
standing order or direct debit in the Pathfinders, compared to four per cent in the Controls. See Chapter 6, Table 6.4 in ‘Local 
Housing Allowance Final Evaluation: The survey evidence of landlords and agents experience in the nine Pathfinder areas’.

22 See Chapter 7 in ‘Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation: The qualitative evidence of landlords’ and agents’ experience in the 
nine Pathfinder areas’.	
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Table 5.21	 How claimants pay their landlord, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Direct debit/standing order	 32	 36	 40	 37	 26	 29	 27	 41

Transfer money to landlords account	 8	 4	 5	 4	 5	 4	 4	 8

By cheque	 21	 22	 21	 19	 34	 33	 34	 19

By cash	 40	 39	 34	 42	 38	 37	 37	 39

Other ways	 1	 0*	 1	 2	 0*	 1	 1	 0*	
							     

Unweighted bases	 3,070	 1,672	 1,310	 678	 432	 246	 162	 155

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments. Edinburgh is 
excluded from Wave 2.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0* represents percentages of less than 0.5.

It is noticeable that a figure of 40 per cent paying their rent by standing order or direct debit at Wave 3 
is considerably lower than the percentage of claimants that have access to a bank and building society 
account (96 per cent) and the percentage who are paid their HB by ACT (82 per cent). In other words, 
many claimants who might be able to pay their rent using standing orders or direct debits are not using this 
method. Some claimants may be unaware of how to set up direct debits or standing orders, but a more 
likely explanation is provided by the landlords qualitative interviews. These interviews found that the switch 
to direct payments under the LHA had led to a more mixed system of rent collection, with some landlords 
continuing to prefer collecting the rent by cheque or cash, for example, to maintain relationships with their 
tenants.23 Another possible explanation is that payments of HB and contractual rent are often not aligned, 
so claimants’ fear being subject to bank charges if their benefit money is not in their bank account when 
the direct debit or standing order is due to be paid.24

Pathfinder and Control Flow samples were also very different from one another on this measure. In the 
Pathfinders, the Flow claimants were more likely to pay the rent using cash and less likely using direct debits 
or standing orders than Wave 3 claimants. In the Controls, the pattern is reversed, with Flow claimants 
being more likely to pay using direct debits or standing orders and less likely to pay by cheque than  
Wave 3 claimants.

Within the Pathfinders, both movers and non-movers between Wave 1 and Wave 3 became more likely 
to pay the rent using direct debits or standing orders over that period. However, the increase was greater 
for movers, so that by Wave 3 the two groups were equally likely to pay the rent this way. Claimants that 
moved were less likely to pay by cash by Wave 3, whereas non-movers were as likely to pay cash as they 
were at Wave 1.

23	ibid
24	ibid
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Table 5.22	 How claimants pay their landlord by moving history, area and 		
	 survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-Movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls	

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Direct debit/standing order	 34	 40	 [38]	 *	 37	 41	 27	 26

Transfer money to landlords account	 6	 7	 [4]	 *	 9	 5	 4	 4

By cheque	 18	 18	 [24]	 *	 22	 21	 37	 35

By cash	 42	 36	 [34]	 *	 33	 33	 35	 37

Other ways	 1	 0*	 [-]	 *	 1	 1	 0*	  -	
							     

Unweighted bases	 264	 197	 30	 22	 1,296	 1,129	 165	 139

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments and who can be 
identified as mover or non-mover. 
Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0* represents percentages of less than 0.5. 
‘*’ Figures are not reported where unweighted bases are under 30. 
Where figures are reported in square brackets [ ] they should be treated with some caution.

Claimants in HB dispersed markets were more likely to pay the rent using direct debit and standing orders 
at each wave (Table 5.23), matching the finding that they were more likely to have access to bank and 
building society accounts. Claimants in HB dominant markets were more likely to pay by cash. There were 
no significantly different trends in paying the rent by cash, or by standing order or direct debits across the 
types of rental market over time.



Local Housing Allowance Final Evaluation:  
The survey evidence of claimants’ experience in the nine Pathfinder areas

110

Table 5.23	 How claimants pay their landlord by Pathfinder market and survey 	
	 wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			  HB concentrated 		  HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Direct debit/standing order	 20	 25	 27	 26	 33	 33	 39	 43	 46

Transfer money to landlords account	 7	 3	 3	 8	 1	 4	 7	 5	 3

By cheque	 15	 18	 20	 19	 23	 26	 25	 25	 23

By cash	 59	 54	 51	 48	 43	 37	 31	 30	 29

Other ways	 -	 1	 1	 -	 1	 1	 0*	 0*	 1		
						    

Unweighted bases	 681	 430	 283	 591	 362	 237	 1,457	 880	 598

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response for direct payments. 
Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

Notes: ‘-’ represents 0 cases, 0* represents percentages of less than 0.5.

Rent arrears

One of the more contentious aspects of the LHA reforms from the perspective of many landlords is the 
switch to direct payments, as it is generally believed that a significant proportion of claimants would get 
into rent arrears as a result.

Incidence of rent arrears

To measure this, claimants were asked whether they had been behind with the rent for a fortnight or 
more.25 Generally, claimants in the Controls have a higher incidence of rent arrears than claimants in the 
Pathfinders at all waves. There is some evidence of decreasing rent arrears between Wave 1 and Wave 3, 
but this may be due to the slightly shorter reference period in the question at Wave 2 and Wave 3 and that 
the cohort sample is likely to better represent claimants that sustain their tenancies by Wave 3 (because of 
the difficulties of getting in touch with movers). However, there is no indication that the LHA has increased 
in the incidence of self-reported rent arrears in the Pathfinders. 

 

25	The question referred to in the last 12 months at Baseline, Wave 1 and in the Flow sample. For Wave 2 and Wave 3, it was since 
last interview, which was a slightly shorter period of time.
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Table 5.24	 Whether claimants have been up to date with the rent, by area 		
	 and survey wave

	 Column percentages

			   Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, up to date with rent	 86	 87	 90	 90	 85	 83	 85	 86	 87	 81

No	 14	 13	 10	 10	 15	 17	 15	 14	 13	 19	
								      

Unweighted bases	 2,355	 3,401	 1,907	 1,506	 784	 856	 1,281	 804	 509	 329

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

It appears that Flow sample claimants in both the Pathfinders and Controls report a higher incidence of rent 
arrears than for the Wave 3 claimants. This is likely to be because more of the Flow sample claimants will 
have made a recent claim for HB, precisely because of a change in their circumstances that make it more 
likely for them to have been in rent arrears, e.g. losing a job. The Flow sample claimants in the Pathfinders 
are not statistically different from Flow sample claimants in the Controls, relative to Wave 3 claimants on 
this measure.

Claimants who moved between Wave 1 and Wave 3 in both the Pathfinders and Controls were more likely 
to report having been in rent arrears than claimants who did not move by Wave 3 (Table 5.25). However, 
there are again no significant differences between the Pathfinders and Controls in this respect. There is no 
evidence here that the LHA is causing increased moving in the Pathfinders because of rent arrears. 

Table 5.25	 Whether claimants have been up to date with the rent by moving 	
	 history, area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Movers	 Non-movers

	 Pathfinders	 Controls	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3	 W1	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, up to date with rent	 85	 88	 82	 88	 90	 91	 88	 87

No	 15	 12	 18	 12	 10	 9	 12	 13	
				  

Unweighted bases	 281	 220	 98	 71	 1,416	 1,293	 493	 439

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who can be identified as mover or 
non-mover.
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Claimants with a surplus were less likely to report having been in rent arrears than claimants without a 
surplus at Wave 2 and Wave 3 (Table 5.26), although there was no significantly different trend across the 
survey waves. This is unsurprising, as claimants without a surplus will often have to find money from other 
sources to cover their rent and will, therefore, be more vulnerable to getting into rent arrears if, for example, 
their source of other income is unstable (e.g. part-time work, where their hours and, therefore, pay may 
vary according to the needs of the employer). Additionally, this also means that there is no indication that 
having a surplus causes claimants to spend their benefit irresponsibly and to get into arrears as a result. 

Table 5.26	 Whether claimants have been up to date with the rent by 			 
	 Local Housing Allowance surplus and survey wave  
	 (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

	 LHA surplus	 No surplus

	 W2	 W3	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Yes, up to date with rent	 92	 92	 88	 89

No	 8	 8	 12	 11		

Unweighted bases	 619	 512	 1,219	 942

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response and who could be identified 
as HB surplus or no surplus. Edinburgh is excluded because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

It appears that claimants in the HB dominant markets are more likely to report having been in rent arrears 
than claimants in HB concentrated or HB dispersed markets by Wave 3. This is related to the fact that there 
is a higher prevalence of payment to the landlord in these areas (Table 5.4), as higher levels of rent arrears 
will cause more applications to have the claimant classified as unlikely to pay the rent. 
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Table 5.27	 Whether claimants have been up to date with the rent, by 			
	 Pathfinder market and survey wave (Pathfinders only)

	 Column percentages

		  HB dominant 			   HB concentrated 			  HB dispersed 

	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Yes, up to date with rent	 84	 87	 87	 85	 90	 91	 88	 91	 91

No	 16	 13	 13	 15	 10	 9	 12	 9	 9	
							     

Unweighted bases	 804	 541	 368	 648	 406	 271	 1575	 960	 658

Base: All Pathfinder claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Edinburgh is excluded 

because interviews were not carried out in that area in all waves.

The reported incidence of rent arrears among claimants on direct payments is very similar in the Pathfinders 
and Controls between Baseline and Wave 3, despite the large increase in the proportion of claimants 
receiving direct payments in the Pathfinders (Figure 5.3, Table 5.28). In the Pathfinders, the percentage of 
claimants on direct payments reporting arrears decreased from 13 per cent at Baseline to eight per cent 
by Wave 3. So, there is no evidence that the preference for direct payments under the LHA has caused 
an increase in rent arrears. In fact, in the Controls, despite the fact that rent arrears decreased from  
14 per cent at Baseline to nine per cent at Wave 2, they increased again, to 11 per cent at Wave 3. This 
pattern was not replicated in the Pathfinders. 

Figure 5.3	 Reported incidence of arrears among claimants on direct 			 
	 payments
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Table 5.28	 Whether claimants have been up to date with the rent, by who 		
	 receives the Housing Benefit payment, by area and survey wave

	 Column percentages

	 Pathfinders	 Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Landlord payments								      

Yes, up to date with rent	 85	 79	 76	 81	 80	 84	 85	 87

No	 15	 21	 24	 19	 20	 16	 15	 13	
							     

Unweighted bases	 1,235	 315	 231	 191	 561	 847	 556	 347	
							     

Direct payments								      

Yes, up to date with rent	 87	 88	 92	 92	 86	 86	 91	 89

No	 13	 12	 8	 8	 14	 14	 9	 11	
							     

Unweighted bases	 1,120	 3,064	 1,668	 1,310	 292	 432	 246	 162

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who gave a valid response. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

One potential explanation for similar prevalence of arrears for claimants in the Pathfinders and Controls is 
that under the LHA, payments revert to the landlord if the claimant is vulnerable or if they are unlikely to pay 
the rent. Thus, in Pathfinder areas, claimants may have got into arrears while they received the payment, 
then been transferred onto landlord payment. So, even though in the analysis they are classified as having 
landlord payments, they might still have been in arrears when they received payment, given the timeframe 
covered by the question. The section on page 92 showed that 50 per cent of baseline claimants in the 
Pathfinders had their benefit paid directly to the landlord. This decreased to nine per cent at W1 following 
the introduction of LHA, but then increased to 13 per cent at W2 and 16 per cent at W3. 

Figure 5.4 shows that arrears among those receiving landlord payments in the Pathfinders increased from 
15 per cent at Baseline to 21 per cent at W1 as, by definition, this group would be more likely to have been 
in rent arrears. After W1, the proportion on landlord payments increased wave by wave. The transfers onto 
landlord payments would be more likely to be in arrears, but those already on landlord payments would 
be less likely to be in arrears. Hence, prevalence of arrears in the Pathfinders among those on landlord 
payments increased from 21 per cent at W1 to 24 per cent at W2, but then decreased to 19 per cent at W3. 
In contrast, prevalence of arrears among those on landlord payments in the Controls gradually decreased 
over time. This provides evidence that landlord payments are acting as valuable protection against getting 
into rent arrears for the most vulnerable claimants. 
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Figure 5.4	 Arrears among claimants on landlord payments

 

 

 
The LHA rules around rent arrears and payment method appear to be largely working as intended, with a 
decrease in reported arrears among those who remain on direct payments, and landlord payments acting 
as protection to those claimants who are vulnerable or who struggle to pay the rent.

Reasons for being in rent arrears

Claimants who had been in rent arrears most commonly cited the following reasons: problems in connection 
with their HB payment; other debts and responsibilities; and unemployment. There were no consistent 
significant differences between areas relating to reasons for getting into arrears. (Table 5.29).
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Table 5.29	 Reasons for being in arrears by area and survey wave

	 Multiple Response

			  Pathfinders					     Controls

	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow	 B	 W1	 W2	 W3	 Flow

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Increases in the rent	 8	 5	 10	 6	 2	 2	 8	 12	 5	 4

Unemployment	 25	 27	 19	 15	 28	 18	 19	 15	 18	 29

Working fewer hours/less overtime	 7	 5	 2	 4	 5	 4	 2	 2	 1	 2

Illness	 12	 12	 15	 15	 13	 7	 10	 9	 9	 9

Other debts/responsibilities	 24	 20	 22	 30	 29	 14	 21	 18	 29	 29

Problems in connection with HB/LHA	 54	 54	 36	 34	 40	 65	 51	 45	 55	 44

Domestic problems	 6	 6	 9	 10	 8	 6	 3	 9	 3	 2

None of these	 7	 13	 21	 18	 13	 11	 13	 22	 9	 20	
									       

Unweighted bases	 322	 481	 199	 154	 118	 151	 207	 111	 74	 64

Base: All claimants renting in the PRS within the original area who had been in rent arrears. Blackpool and NE Lincs are excluded 
from the Baseline data. Edinburgh is excluded from Wave 2.

Conclusion

The LHA has substantially increased the incidence of direct payments in the Pathfinders, although there 
is evidence of a modest increase in payments to the landlord. This is driven by applications to classify the 
claimant as vulnerable or unlikely to pay the rent, and the survey data suggests this is slightly more likely 
where the claimant and landlord have a longer association. Some non-movers are probably staying in 
unaffordable accommodation, whilst some movers probably change their accommodation because it is 
unaffordable and remain on direct payments as a result.

The figure of 84 per cent on direct payments at Wave 3 may not represent a ‘steady state’ figure, but there 
is little evidence that it has much further to fall either. Eighty-two per cent of claimants on direct payments 
by Wave 3 prefer it that way, and only five per cent had made an application for payment to the landlord 
since their previous interview at both Wave 2 and Wave 3.

Generally, those on landlord payments increasingly prefer it that way, although a greater proportion of those 
in the Flow sample who are on landlord payments would prefer direct payments. As previously identified 
by the landlord qualitative report, this may be a result of some landlords targeting tenants that are most 
likely to be classified as vulnerable.
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There is little evidence that the increase in direct payments under the LHA has encouraged more claimants 
to hide the fact that they are on benefit in order to secure better quality accommodation. However, this 
was generally more likely in rental markets where the accommodation available to HB claimants is likely 
to be limited in quantity.

Pathfinder areas have substantially increased payment by ACT, and nearly all claimants have access to a bank 
or building society account. As identified in the landlords qualitative work, it appears that the emphasis 
on direct payments has encouraged Pathfinder landlords to collect the rent in a greater variety of ways, 
so there has only been an eight percentage point increase in the use of standing orders and direct debits. 
Around 40 per cent of those on direct payments by Wave 3 pay the rent by standing order or direct debit, 
significantly lower than the percentage who receive their benefit by ACT or who have access to a bank or 
building society account.

There is no indication of a significant increase in rent arrears as a result of the LHA. The proportion of those 
with direct payments who had been in arrears decreased between Baseline and W3 in both Pathfinders and 
Controls. There was evidence that there was some switching back to landlord payments in the Pathfinders, 
which probably contributed to a rise in the prevalence of rent arrears among those in the Pathfinders with 
landlord payment from Baseline to W2. However, prevalence of rent arrears among this group decreased 
between W2 and W3 which provides some evidence that reverting to landlord payments protects some of 
the most vulnerable claimants from getting into rent arrears.
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