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2   Devolving housing bene�t: A discussion paper 

As a signi�cant period of lobbying on the UK Coalition Government’s welfare reforms draws towards a 
conclusion, housing bodies in Scotland and across the UK are now looking increasingly to the future.

Both CIH Scotland and SFHA are focusing on helping landlords prepare for managing the various challenges 
stemming from the reforms. The key objective is to help our respective members support their tenants through 
the most radical set of welfare reforms we have seen for a couple of decades. .

It also means looking at the bigger policy picture. Never before has there been such heightened awareness of 
the impact which UK policies have on devolved housing policy in Scotland. Alongside this, the referendum on 
independence for Scotland is expected in 2014. 

Against this background, this report looks at what the arguments might be for devolving Housing Bene�t to 
Scotland, �rstly within the existing arrangements and secondly within any “devolution max” system.

There can be no doubt that this is a complex issue. We are grateful to Ken Gibb and Mark Stephens for setting 
out the potential options in what we believe is a very accessible manner. Our intention in publishing this report 
is to kick start an important debate. Both CIH Scotland and SFHA look forward to playing a proactive part in 
ongoing discussions on this critically important issue for tenants, landlords and the Scottish housing system  
as a whole.

Jim Strang, Chair, CIH Scotland   Teresa McNally, Chair, SFHA

Foreword 1. Introduction
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Devolving housing bene�t: A discussion paper        3

CIH Scotland and the SFHA commissioned the authors 
to write a short discussion paper that considers the 
scope and implications of devolving UK-reserved 
Housing Bene�t (HB) to Scotland. This ambition was 
an SNP 2011 election manifesto pledge, though it is 
not one of the subsequent six Government priorities. 
Nonetheless, we understand that the Scottish 
Government is actively exploring the question. CIH 
thought that the time was therefore ripe to explore 
this in more detail and to at least consider the 
possibilities that might arise if such  
a decision was taken.

The paper is organised in three main sections, aside 
from Introduction and Conclusion. First, the policy 
context is outlined. How does HB currently operate 
in the UK and what impact has devolution made on 
the system and its �nances thus far? The UK Bene�ts 
system, including HB, is currently under close scrutiny 
and we brie�y outline the Coalition Government cuts 
agenda and the proposals for a Universal Credit (UC). 
The section also takes a close look at recent proposals 
to extend devolution in Scotland and how this has 

led to discussion about devolving HB – and what this 
actually might mean. 

The second main section of the paper explores 
the practicalities, risks and challenges of devolving 
Housing Bene�t under current constitutional 
arrangements (that is, with social security treated 
as a reserved function). Key problems relate to 
disentangling HB from the proposed Universal Credit 
and the rest of the non-devolved social security 
system, the deal with Westminster over the �nancial 
settlement and the likely problems over the adequacy 
of resources to enable meaningful delivery of a 
Scottish version of Housing Bene�t. The penultimate 
section of the paper stands back and asks – if there 
was ‘devolution max’ and social security was essentially 
devolved, what options might be available and 
what issues would therefore arise if we were to take 
Scotland running low income personal housing 
subsidies seriously? The �nal section summarises  
and concludes.

1. Introduction

HBenefitRpt.indd   3 06/03/2012   09:02

creo




4   Devolving housing bene�t: A discussion paper 

The current system
Housing Bene�t is nested within and essential to the 
present working of means-tested bene�ts within the 
reserved UK system of social security. 

The national Housing Bene�t scheme was �rst 
introduced in the early 1970s, and the present system 
is essentially that which has operated since the last 
major reform of social security in 1988. Eligibility is 
limited to tenants, but extends to both those who are 
in or out of work (subject to a means-test).

At its simplest, Housing Bene�t helps low income 
renters pay for their housing costs (a separate scheme 
exists for mortgagors qualifying for income support).

It ful�ls two essential functions:

�r���*�O�D�P�N�F���N�B�J�O�U�F�O�B�O�D�F�����)�P�V�T�J�O�H���#�F�O�F�ñ�U���J�T��
designed to protect incomes after rents to ensure 
that households can purchase su�cient other 
necessities.

�r���"�í�P�S�E�B�C�J�M�J�U�Z�����)�P�V�T�J�O�H���#�F�O�F�ñ�U���M�J�N�J�U�T���U�I�F���C�V�S�E�F�O������
of housing costs to some households so that they 
do not absorb a disproportionate amount of the 
household budget.

It is this essential dualism (or ambiguity) between 
the housing policy objectives and those of income 
maintenance that sets the UK system apart from its 
continental counterparts and is at the heart of many of 
its di�culties.

The income maintenance objective became more 
explicit in the system introduced in 1988. It explains 
why (in principle) Housing Bene�t can pay the whole 

of someone’s rent and why (in principle) a rent increase 
in its entirety can be met by it.

It is much more complex in reality (as we describe 
below), but these underlying principles help to explain 
why it is di�cult to reform in the ways that many 
would like. The UK housing lobby has often been 
drawn to other European housing allowance models 
where, to simplify, less generous targeted allowances 
have operated alongside more generous systems of 
social security and pensions (see: Kemp, editor, 2007). 
The UK is unique in making no allowance for housing 
costs within its mainstream social security bene�ts. 

The fundamental tension between these two roles is a 
theme we return to throughout this paper.

Once we look behind the underlying principles of the 
Housing Bene�t system, we �nd that it is actually a 
series of mini-systems varied according to the rental 
tenure they work within.

Local authority tenants receive rent rebates, which 
are operated as deductions from their rents. They 
are directly applied to the individual rent statements 
of tenants by the council, which also administers 
the system. An assumption is made in the �nancial 
settlement for the Scottish Parliament each year 
relating to average rent increases and their consequent 
impact on the Rent Rebate bill, which is an explicit part 
of the Parliament’s public spending block.

Eligible housing association tenants receive a rent 
allowance, which, for virtually all intents, is the same 
system from the point of view of tenants, though it 
is not controlled �scally in the same way and has no 
direct implications for the Scottish Block, as it is funded 
directly by the Department for Work and Pensions. 

2. Policy context 
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Devolving housing bene�t: A discussion paper        5

�1�S�J�W�B�U�F���U�F�O�B�O�U�T���B�S�F�
���I�P�X�F�W�F�S�
���U�S�F�B�U�F�E���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�U�M�Z��
through the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) system. 
At this point it is simplest to explain how the Local 
Housing Allowance works by demonstrating how the 
more general Housing Bene�t system works.

The general position for a social (council or housing 
association) tenant in terms of eligibility is that, 
provided their rent is less than or equal to their eligible 
housing cost ceiling, they will have all of their rent met 
by Housing Bene�t if their assessed weekly income 
is less than or equal to the assessed need for their 
household circumstances (the applicable amount of 
the income support scheme, modi�ed for Housing 
Bene�t purposes – e.g. employing assumptions about 
the levels of savings allowed). Should their income rise 
above the assessed need threshold, there is a 65 pence 
reduction in Housing Bene�t for every pound that 
income exceeds the applicable amount (until it falls to 
zero). This can be described in formula terms as:

HB = ER (where income [Y] is less than or equal 
to assessed need [A], and ER represents eligible rent)

Or  (if income [Y] is greater than assessed need [A]):

HB = ER – 0.65 (Y-A).

The key point of this approach is that HB prevents 
eligible rents from taking incomes below social 
assistance (e.g. JSA, IS, Pension Credit) levels while 
rising rents will be fully met provided they remain 
within eligible housing cost limits. At the same time, 
rising rents will draw more households into eligibility. 
This is reinforced by the practice of the great majority 
of housing association landlords receiving Housing 
Bene�t directly from the administrating local authority 
rather than via the tenant. This practice of  ‘Rent Direct’ 
ensures rent/bene�t payments reach the landlord and 
helps to reduce the incidence of arrears but it also 
further disconnects the tenant from the responsibility 
for meeting their housing costs.

There are further complexities to the system. Eligible 
recipients receive ‘earnings disregards’ that do not 
count as assessed income in order to encourage work, 
thus slightly improving their position. Second, adult 
children or other non-dependents living in a larger 
household are assumed to make a contribution to 
the rent. Thus eligible rent is reduced through ‘non-
�E�F�Q�F�O�E�F�O�U���E�F�E�V�D�U�J�P�O�T���
���F�í�F�D�U�J�W�F�M�Z���S�F�E�V�D�J�O�H���)�P�V�T�J�O�H��
Bene�t. Third, the system discourages young people 
(aged under 26) from living independently by setting 

a Housing Bene�t ceiling (the ‘single room rent’) as if 
they lived in shared bedsit accommodation.

�5�I�F���N�B�J�O���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�D�F���G�P�S���Q�S�J�W�B�U�F���U�F�O�B�O�U�T���J�T���U�I�F���-�P�D�B�M��
Housing Allowance. LHA was introduced in 2008 as 
an attempt to introduce more choice into tenants’ 
housing decisions by introducing ‘shopping incentives’. 
On the face of it, it looks to be more like a continental 
housing allowance. But it is not as simple as that. LHA 
sets standard eligible rents at the median market 
�S�F�O�U���G�P�S���C�S�P�B�E���N�B�S�L�F�U���S�F�O�U�B�M���B�S�F�B�T���G�P�S���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�U���T�J�[�F�T��
of properties. In principle, where an eligible private 
tenant received that allowance, and if rents are less 
than the allowance, the claimant could keep part 
�P�G���U�I�F���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�D�F���	�V�Q���U�P���b�����
���m���U�I�F�S�F�C�Z���S�F�X�B�S�E�J�O�H��
shopping around for value. But if the rent was above 
the median, the tenant would have to pay the 
�E�J�í�F�S�F�O�D�F�����*�G���B���U�F�O�B�O�U���T���D�J�S�D�V�N�T�U�B�O�D�F�T���B�O�E���I�F�O�D�F��
income changes, this will be re�ected in eligible 
Housing Bene�t in the same way as in the formula 
above. The other key feature of the Local Housing 
Allowance is that with the exception of those tenants 
deemed to be vulnerable and those already in arrears, 
the bene�t takes the form of a cheque or bank transfer 
to tenants – there are no direct payments to landlords. 
Reforms to the Local Housing Allowance and to the 
more general system of Housing Bene�t have taken 
place since the UK Coalition Government came to 
power in the summer of 2010 and further longer-term 
proposals are going through Parliament. As a result, 
�U�I�F���T�Z�T�U�F�N���X�J�M�M���P�Q�F�S�B�U�F���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�U�M�Z���B�O�E���C�F���T�J�H�O�J�ñ�D�B�O�U�M�Z��
less generous. These reforms are discussed in  
detail below.

To recap, the key structural points about how the UK 
housing bene�t system operates are:

�r���5�I�F�S�F���J�T���B���G�V�O�E�B�N�F�O�U�B�M���U�F�O�T�J�P�O���C�F�U�X�F�F�O���U�I�F�� 
social security and housing objectives of the  
current system.

�r���5�I�F���T�Z�T�U�F�N���Q�S�P�W�J�E�F�T���X�F�B�L���J�O�D�F�O�U�J�W�F�T���U�P���D�P�O�T�U�S�B�J�O��
housing costs and this has led to increasingly  
onerous limitations on eligible rents, especially in  
the private rented sector (PRS). 

�r���1�S�J�W�B�U�F���U�F�O�B�O�U�T���I�B�W�F���B�O���B�M�M�P�X�B�O�D�F���T�Z�T�U�F�N���H�S�B�G�U�F�E����
on to the income maintenance component of  
the system.

�r���)�P�V�T�J�O�H���#�F�O�F�ñ�U���J�T���B�O���J�O���X�P�S�L���B�T���X�F�M�M���B�T���P�V�U���P�G���X�P�S�L��
bene�t, so weakens the ‘unemployment   
�U�S�B�Q�������)�P�X�F�W�F�S�
���J�U���T�V�í�F�S�T���G�S�P�N���B���M�P�X���U�B�L�F���V�Q���B�N�P�O�H��
people in work and the ‘taper’ may create work 
disincentives.
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�r���)�P�V�T�J�O�H���U�F�O�V�S�F���E�F�U�F�S�N�J�O�F�T���U�I�F���H�F�O�F�S�P�T�J�U�Z���P�G��
the system. A separate and more limited scheme 
�J�T���B�W�B�J�M�B�C�M�F���U�P���I�P�N�F�P�X�O�F�S�T�
���C�V�U���U�I�F���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�D�F�T����
between rental tenures are becoming greater.

�r���"�T���X�F���H�P���P�O���U�P���F�Y�B�N�J�O�F�
���U�I�F���I�J�H�I���B�O�E���S�J�T�J�O�H���D�P�T�U���P�G��
the system makes it a target for expenditure cuts.

An analysis of the consequences of devolving Housing 
�#�F�O�F�ñ�U���J�T���O�P�U���K�V�T�U���B�C�P�V�U���ñ�T�D�B�M���E�F�D�J�T�J�P�O�T���J�O���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�U��
parts of the UK. It is, we believe, helpful that such a 
�D�P�O�T�J�E�F�S�B�U�J�P�O���B�M�T�P���P�í�F�S�T���U�I�F���D�I�B�O�D�F���U�P���B�E�E�S�F�T�T���X�I�B�U��
is required to remedy the structural or system design 
tensions outlined above.

Expenditure and caseload
Pawson and Wilcox (2010) set out the expenditure 
and caseload associated with Housing Bene�t and 
also the characteristics of those receiving help with 
paying for their housing. Measured in cash terms, GB 
�)�P�V�T�J�O�H���#�F�O�F�ñ�U���X�B�T���b���������������C�J�M�M�J�P�O���J�O�������������������B�O�E��
�S�P�T�F���U�P���b���������������C�J�M�M�J�P�O���J�O���������������������5�I�F���F�T�U�J�N�B�U�F�E���P�V�U��
�U�V�S�O���ñ�H�V�S�F���G�P�S�������������������X�B�T���b���������������C�J�M�M�J�P�O���B�O�E���U�I�F��
�Q�M�B�O�O�F�E���ñ�H�V�S�F���G�P�S�������������������X�B�T���J�O���F�Y�D�F�T�T���P�G���b�������C�J�M�M�J�P�O��
(Pawson and Wilcox, 2010, Table 114). Over the period 
since 2000-01, cash rent rebates (i.e. payments to 
council tenants) have been fairly �at (i.e. falling in real 
terms) whereas rent allowances have trebled in cash 
terms. A large part of this change is the result of tenure 
composition shifts following from stock transfer.

The caseload evidence suggests a signi�cant fall in 
rent rebate cases (from 2.1 million in 2001 to 1.5 million 
in 2010 for GB) compared with a near doubling in 
rent allowances (from 1.7 million to 3.2 million across 
the same period). The average GB weekly rent rebate 
�Q�B�Z�N�F�O�U���S�P�T�F���G�S�P�N���b�������������J�O�������������U�P���b�������������J�O�����������
��
but the average equivalent rent allowance rose from 
�b�������J�O�������������U�P���b�������������J�O�������������	�1�B�X�T�P�O���B�O�E���8�J�M�D�P�Y�
��
2010, Table 115a). Further disaggregation of the rent 
allowance data between housing associations and 
private rented housing con�rms large caseload growth 
for both (not quite doubling between 2001 and 2010) 
with the association caseload still slightly larger. Most 
tellingly, however, private rented average HB payments 

have grown signi�cantly above association HB 
payments (a ratio of 1.4:1 in 2010 – Pawson and Wilcox, 
2010, Table 116b).

Looking at Scotland, the rent rebate caseload fell 
from 214,000 in 2001 to 151,000 in 2010, whereas rent 
allowances increased from 92,000 to 186,000 in the 
same period. Average weekly HB payments increased 
�G�P�S���S�F�O�U���S�F�C�B�U�F���D�M�B�J�N�B�O�U�T���G�S�P�N���b�������������U�P���b�����������
���C�V�U���G�P�S��
rent allowance cases the �gure grew between 2001 
�B�O�E�������������G�S�P�N���b�������������U�P���b�������������	�1�B�X�T�P�O���B�O�E���8�J�M�D�P�Y�
��
2010, Tables 115b and 115c). The Scottish Government 
also reports (pp.10-11) that the largest single group 
receiving HB is the over 65s (which is otherwise �atly 
distributed by age). Nearly two in three recipients are 
single people without dependents but almost one in 
�ve are single parent households. Only 6% are couples 
with dependent children.

To summarise, since 2001 there has been a decrease 
in the number of Housing Bene�t claims from council 
tenants. This has arisen mainly due to stock transfer to 
housing associations. The proportionate reduction has 
been similar in Scotland (29%) and Great Britain as a 
whole (28.5%). In contrast, claims for Rent Assistance 
have risen – by 54% in Great Britain and by 62% in 
Scotland. This is mostly attributable to stock transfer, 
but also due to the expansion in private renting. Even 
though numbers of claimants have fallen, the average 
value of Rent Rebates to council tenants has risen – by 
more than half (54%) in GB and by 62% in Scotland. 
Average Rent Allowance payments have also risen 
more quickly in Scotland – by 64% against 32% in GB.

Based on data for July 2010, Communities Analytical 
Services in the Scottish Government found that 
at a local authority level claimant proportions of 
all households vary signi�cantly from 10% in East 
Dunbartonshire to 30% in Glasgow. Within the Scottish 
HB total, around 9% of households are deemed to be 
in employment, rising to 16% in Edinburgh but as low 
�B�T���������J�O���'�B�M�L�J�S�L���	�Q�Q���������
�����5�I�J�T���J�T���W�F�S�Z���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�U���G�S�P�N���U�I�F��
rest of Great Britain where more recipients are in work 
than unemployed. Across Scotland, average housing 
�C�F�O�F�ñ�U���X�F�F�L�M�Z���Q�B�Z�N�F�O�U�T���W�B�S�J�F�E���G�S�P�N���M�F�T�T���U�I�B�O���b�������J�O��
�.�P�S�B�Z���B�O�E���U�I�F���4�I�F�U�M�B�O�E���*�T�M�B�O�E�T���U�P���b�������������J�O���&�E�J�O�C�V�S�H�I��
�	�U�I�F���4�D�P�U�U�J�T�I���B�W�F�S�B�H�F���X�B�T���b�����������
���m���$�P�N�N�V�O�J�U�J�F�T��
Analytical Services, 2010, Table 2 p.10.

Table 2.1 reports a snapshot comparison of key �gures 
between Scotland and GB, in terms of recipient 
numbers, numbers qualifying for other income-related 
bene�ts or not, and average weekly Housing Bene�t 
by tenure. Comparison of the columns suggests that 
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the larger council sector in Scotland captures a larger share of social HB claimants than for GB as a whole. 
It also indicates that the private renting share is correspondingly smaller in Scotland and that a larger 
proportion of HB recipients also receive other means-tested bene�ts than is the case in GB. Across all 
tenures average weekly HB payments are lower in Scotland though they are ranked by tenure in the same 
way as for GB as a whole.

Coalition Government cuts and the 
Universal Credit
The context within which debate around Housing Bene�t’s future within 
a devolved UK is not primarily constitutional but rather the result of the 
present dramatic changes to bene�ts underway as a result of the policies 
of the UK Government (though politically this has clear constitutional 
bearing). The UK Coalition Government that came to power in June 2010 
from its initial Coalition agreement and followed by an emergency budget 
and Comprehensive Spending Reviews (CSR) later that year signalled an 
overriding focus on budget de�cit reduction and that a major plank of that 
strategy would be cuts and restructuring of the bene�ts system, at the 
centre of which would be reform of Housing Bene�t.

Reforms are being introduced over three waves: the Emergency budget 
cuts in June 2010, the CSR reforms and reductions to be phased in over 
a number of years. Moreover, the Department for Work and Pensions 
plans to radically reshape means-tested bene�ts into a single Universal 

Table 2.1 Housing Bene�t: Key Comparisons between Scotland and GB, May 2010

LA tenants (number)
Scotland
207,000

Great Britain
1,511,000

HA tenants (number) 176,000 1,783,000
Private tenants (number) 85,000 1,463,000
Total (number) 468,000 4,768,000

Total passported* 337,000 3,255,000
Total non-passported 131,000 1,507,000

LA tenants (average weekly HB 
payment)

�b���������� �b����������

HA tenants (average weekly HB 
payment)

�b���������� �b����������

Private tenants (average weekly HB 
payment)

�b���������� �b������������

All tenure (average weekly HB 
payment)

�b���������� �b����������

Source: Pawson and Wilcox, 2001, Table 118

Notes: Caseload �gures rounded to nearest thousand. Passported cases are those  
where the claimant  is also receiving another means-tested bene�t.
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Credit (including Housing Bene�t but also implicitly 
incorporating signi�cant further changes to the way 
bene�t entitlement works). We consider the main 
changes below.

The Housing Bene�t cuts fall into two categories: 
�U�I�P�T�F���U�I�B�U���X�J�M�M���B�í�F�D�U���U�I�F���Q�S�J�W�B�U�F���S�F�O�U�F�E���T�F�D�U�P�S��
through changes to the Local Housing Allowance 
(LHA) and those that will impact on housing bene�t  
more generally. 

The changes speci�c to the private rented sector (the 
LHA) concern:

�r���0�S�J�H�J�O�B�M�M�Z���Q�M�B�O�O�F�E���U�P���C�F���D�V�U���C�Z���/�F�X���-�B�C�P�V�S�
���U�I�F���� ��
�S�F�N�P�W�B�M���P�G���U�I�F���b�������F�Y�D�F�T�T���J���F�����U�F�O�B�O�U�T���X�J�M�M���O�P����
�M�P�O�H�F�S���C�F���B�C�M�F���U�P���L�F�F�Q���U�I�F���E�J�í�F�S�F�O�D�F���P�S���T�B�W�J�O�H�T����
�N�B�E�F���	�V�Q���U�P���b�����
���C�F�U�X�F�F�O���B�D�U�V�B�M���S�F�O�U���Q�B�J�E���B�O�E��
the LHA (introduced in April 2011), thereby 
sharpening the shopping incentive into a cap.

�r���5�I�F���-�)�"���D�B�M�D�V�M�B�U�J�P�O���G�P�S���F�M�J�H�J�C�M�F���S�F�O�U���X�B�T���D�I�B�O�H�F�E��
from deriving the LHA with the 30th rather than 
the median (50th percentile) of the local rent 
distribution (introduced in April 2011) – the actual 
reduction will depend on the distribution  of local 
rents, in that a more compressed distribution 
would not require such as large a  fall in the 
LHA as would be the case with a more dispersed 
�T�F�U���P�G���M�P�D�B�M���S�F�O�U�T�����4�J�O�D�F���U�I�F���b�������F�Y�D�F�T�T���I�B�T���C�F�F�O��
removed, the calculation is now merely a cap.

�r���'�S�P�N���"�Q�S�J�M�����������
���U�I�F���C�B�T�J�T���P�G���B�O�O�V�B�M���V�Q�S�B�U�J�O�H���X�J�M�M��
change from a proportion of actual market rents 
to the CPI. Over the past decade private rents have 
increased faster than general price in�ation. 

�r���"���D�B�Q���P�S���N�B�Y�J�N�V�N���X�B�T���Q�M�B�D�F�E���P�O���-�)�"���C�Z���S�P�P�N��
size – from April 2011 LHA rates were capped, 
including removing the largest �ve-bedroom rate 
�B�O�E���D�S�F�B�U�J�O�H���B���b���������Q�F�S���X�F�F�L���P�W�F�S�B�M�M���D�B�Q���	�J���F�����U�I�F��
four-bed ceiling).

�r���'�S�P�N���"�Q�S�J�M�����������
���U�I�F���D�P�W�F�S�B�H�F���P�G���U�I�F���T�J�O�H�M�F���S�P�P�N��
rent for single person household claimants living 
in private rented housing from under 26 will be 
expanded to those up to 35 living alone for new 
tenants and existing tenants after review.

The other main HB changes that will apply across the 
rented housing system are:

�r���$�I�B�O�H�J�O�H���U�I�F���S�V�M�F�T���G�P�S���O�P�O���E�F�Q�F�O�E�F�O�U��
deductions, so that previous rent increases are  
�O�P�X���U�B�L�F�O���J�O�U�P���B�D�D�P�V�O�U�
���F�í�F�D�U�J�W�F�M�Z���J�O�D�S�F�B�T�J�O�H��
non-dependent deductions and thus reducing HB 
for such households from April 2011. The Scottish 
Local Government Forum against Poverty (2011) 
estimates that the cost of fully uprating these 
deductions back to 2001 will entail an average 27% 
increase in non-dependent deductions, phased in 
over three years (p.19).

�r���'�S�P�N���"�Q�S�J�M�����������
���)�#���G�P�S���X�P�S�L�J�O�H���B�H�F���U�F�O�B�O�U�T��
deemed to be under-occupying based on a 
standard regional rate for appropriate  
property sizes1.

�r���5�I�F�S�F���X�J�M�M���C�F���B���D�F�J�M�J�O�H���P�O���B�M�M���)�#���G�S�P�N���"�Q�S�J�M������������ 
�P�G���C�F�U�X�F�F�O���b���������U�P���b�������
���E�F�Q�F�O�E�J�O�H���P�O��
household type.

In their impact assessment of the HB changes, the 
Scottish Government (Communities Analytical 
Services, 2011) concluded:

1. Overall, lower rents and a slightly smaller PRS 
in Scotland mean the overall �nancial and 
�R�V�B�O�U�J�U�B�U�J�W�F���F�í�F�D�U���J�T���T�N�B�M�M�F�S���S�F�M�B�U�J�W�F���U�P���U�I�F���S�F�T�U��
of the UK. Bedroom caps had little impact in 
Scotland because of the generally lower LHA rates 
compared to, for example, Southern England. The 
�S�F�N�P�W�B�M���P�G���U�I�F���b�������F�Y�D�F�T�T���X�P�V�M�E���B�í�F�D�U���I�B�M�G���P�G��
Scottish PRS households on HB, on average losing 
�b�������Q�F�S���X�F�F�L�����U�I�F���N�P�W�F���U�P���U�I�F�������U�I���Q�F�S�D�F�O�U�J�M�F��
�X�J�M�M���B�í�F�D�U�����������P�G���4�D�P�U�U�J�T�I���S�F�D�J�Q�J�F�O�U���I�P�V�T�F�I�P�M�E�T��
�B�O�E���D�P�T�U���b�����Q�F�S���X�F�F�L�����0�W�F�S�B�M�M�
�����������P�G���I�P�V�T�F�I�P�M�E�T��
�	�O�F�B�S�M�Z�������
�������
���X�P�V�M�E���C�F���X�P�S�T�F���P�í���J�O���4�D�P�U�M�B�O�E���B�T���B��
result of the June 2010 changes, on average losing 
�b�������Q�F�S���X�F�F�L����

2. However, there are signi�cant variations within 
Scotland with by far the largest impacts in 
Glasgow and Edinburgh. The Government’s 
analysis suggested that post-bene�t change, the 
�B�í�P�S�E�B�C�J�M�J�U�Z���P�S���B�W�B�J�M�B�C�J�M�J�U�Z���P�G���(�M�B�T�H�P�X���T���1�3�4���X�P�V�M�E��
fall from 54% to just 31%.

3. Looking at subsequent reforms, it was noted 
that CPI explicitly excludes housing costs, so 

1 A House of Lords amendment to the Bill has largely nulli�ed this element by arguing that since most people cannot move to smaller 
accommodation, this provision should be treated as a tax and therefore exempts households in such circumstances with a spare bedroom 
from the under-occupying reform. It is not clear how the Government will respond – see Inside Housing January 6 2012.
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