
The real obstacle to council house building is the
absence of government grant
Ever since Right to Buy was introduced the number of council homes has plummeted. The
current government has provided little funding for councils to build homes through their 
housing revenue accounts. Since 2010 the number of council homes in England has fallen
by 199,000. Grant from Homes England carries the obligation to charge “affordable rent” 
(up to 80% of market rents) rather than 'social rent' (i.e. a council rent). 
   Some councils have sought to build homes via private companies, owned by them or in 
partnership with other organisations, to substitute for the absence of grant for building 
council housing. For others it is a means of producing revenue stream for their General 
Funds by building homes for sale and/or for market rents. Some academics are proposing 
that councils should be able to “borrow against their assets” to build new homes. It is even
suggested that a “municipal entrepreneurialism” is a means of avoiding austerity as well 
as house building.
   It is the contention of the author that council tenants, housing activists, any supporters of
council housing, need to campaign for central government grant to build homes through 
council housing revenue accounts. Without sufficient grant then councils cannot “return to 
large scale house building” which even the Tory majority Local Government Association 
says is necessary to address the housing crisis. Private council companies are no 
solution. Commercial investments can always fail. They risk turning from a source of 
funding into an absorber of it which will take funding away from council services. The 
pandemic has done just that, throwing some of them into a financial crisis. 
   Council housing is not part of the housing market. It is building for social need. So long 
as house building is dominated by speculative commodity production then the housing 
crisis cannot be resolved.
  
1. Funding of council housing

ethods of funding of council housing have varied over the years. Periods of large 
scale council house building though have coincided with government subsidy/grant. 

Funding and management of council housing has operated through a Housing Revenue 
Account (HRA), ever since 1935. Since then, over long stretches of local government 
history, HRAs have been the framework for building council housing on a large scale. 
Academics Janice Morphet and Ben Clifford assert that the HRA “continues to be used to 
restrict local authority investment to provide housing” because it prevents councils from 
“borrowing against their assets”1. This is false in my opinion. The key determinant of the 
scale of building has been whether or not (or to what degree) government support has 
been available in the form of subsidy or grant, not their ability to borrow. Central 
government can just as easily facilitate building through the HRA as it can prevent 
it.

M

   In 1980 Thatcher launched her assault on council housing. Her attitude to council 
housing was best summed up by Simon Jenkins, the writer. When he was a civil servant 
and Thatcher's shadow cabinet brief included council housing, he offered to show her 
some examples in London of good and bad council estates. She told him “There are no 
good council estates.” 

1See Local Authority Direct Delivery of Housing  
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   Her first housing act introduced Right to Buy which led to a steep decline in council 
housing numbers. The act also 'ring-fenced' the HRA. It sits within a council's General 
Fund. The 'ring-fence' was designed to prevent the rates (precursor of the council tax) 
being used to support council housing.  Although it did this, it had the incidental benefit of 
stopping tenants rent being used to fund other services. The classic example of this was 
Dacorum council which at one stage used rents to support 40% of non-housing services it 
provided. This obviously meant that maintenance of the homes was neglected. By various 
means council tenants' rent was taken out of the HRA such that councils did not have the 
resources to maintain the stock save for day to day responsive maintenance. Hence by 
1997 the backlog of work needed on council housing was estimated at £19 billion.2

   Although the HRA is ring-fenced councils have found means to circumvent it and take 
out money which should should be used on the homes of tenants. In 2014 Inside Housing 
reported that

“Our analysis of 115 councils’ financial data suggests that one in five raided their HRAs 
last year by hiking up internal ‘service charges’ at inflation-busting rates of 10 per cent and 
above. Eight pushed up charges by more than 20 per cent....Unlike loopholes, these raids 
are not one-off s; they could be locked into the life of the HRAs’ 30-year business plans. 
Applied annually, extra costs accumulate quickly, rising last year by 12 per cent on 
average for the 63 councils which increased bills. With 28 years left to run, these 
authorities’ housing budgets could be left with a £4.8 billion hole if their charges continue 
to rise at current rates.”

It's not uncommon for some councils to charge for services which council tenants are 
already paying for as council tax payers. Inside Housing sited the case of Brent which 
charged their HRA for bin services; effectively a double charge on tenants.
   Since council debt sits in the General Fund and is treated as a single pot it is also 
possible for councils to extract more interest from the HRA than should strictly be the case.
Swindon's HRA, for instance is charged a set amount of interest for 'historic' debt that 
never alters, year after year. Of course, it it was interest paid on actual debt then it would 
decline over time as the debt is paid off. 
   Inside Housing reported on councils fleecing their HRAs by charging a higher rate of 
interest on the 2012 'debt' than councils were charged by the Public Works Loans Board.

“This interest rate raid is possible as Portsmouth manages its HRA loans in the same 
single pool as its general fund borrowings. While few authorities were expected to adopt 
this ‘single pool’ when they became self-financing in 2012, our analysis indicates one in 
three have single-pool arrangements which allow this kind of practice. The majority 
adopted the two-pool approach, which keeps HRA and general fund borrowings apart.”

These methods of fleecing the HRA, effectively stealing tenants' rent (the main source of 
income3), support the case for the HRA to be an entirely separate account from the 
General Fund. HRAs should only be paying money to the general fund for services 
provided (e.g. Treasury support) and definitely not those provided to all residents via their 
council tax contributions. Nor should they be charged at higher interest rates than 
government charged when the 'loans' were made by the Public Works Loans Board.

2 For a detailed explanation of how tenants and HRAs and were fleeced, see The case for cancelling HRA debt
3 Rent comprises 84% of HRA income with another 9% service charges paid by tenants.
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2. Stopping funding for council house building

y ending their power to use rates, and other devices, Thatcher stopped local 
authorities building council housing on any scale. As you can see in the Appendix 

below, in her first year in office councils still built 74,790 homes in England. She drove this 
down year by year until under the Major government it declined to less than 10,000 a year.
It was only around 1,500 when the Blair government was elected. Far from increasing 
support for council house building, the numbers built declined ever further under New 
Labour. They called council housing “a failed monopoly provision”. 

B

   Ironically, under the 18 years of the Thatcher/Major governments 411,860 council homes
were built in England, whilst during the 13 years of New Labour only 2,920 were built! Until
the global crash in 2007, New Labour barred councils from even applying for social 
housing grant. It sought to eradicate council housing by a policy of transferring stock to 
housing associations. For Brown this was a means of removing council housing debt from 
the public sector borrowing requirement. The government even wrote off council housing 
debt but only if tenants voted in favour of transfer. 
   This policy, combined with the continuation of RTB, produced a huge decline in stock 
numbers.4 Even though housing associations were funded by New Labour the combined 
number of council and housing association homes in England fell by 438,000 during its 13 
years in office. When in 2008 they relented and allowed councils to apply for social 
housing grant, council house building began again, though on a puny scale (3,370 in three 
years). This historical experience shows that it wasn't the HRA which prevented councils 
from building but government policy. Central government determines how the HRA 
operates.
   Whilst there was an increase in council house building5 under the coalition government's 
Affordable Homes Programme they imposed higher rents; “affordable rent” (up to 80% of 
market rents). As part of the financial conditions for grant, councils had to convert some 
'social rent' homes over to “affordable rent”.  This short-sighted policy, designed to cut 
government funding, simply means that the higher rents drive up the housing benefit bill 
more than it would otherwise be. 
   The Tory government's second Affordable Homes Programme initially had no grant 
available for social housing save for 8,000 units of supported housing. That changed when
Teresa May announced that there would be grant available, some for social rent. However,
most of the money goes to “affordable rent”, Shared Ownership and “Affordable 
Ownership”. Only 5% of homes built with Homes England funding are council ('social') 
rents. 
   The level of new build does not keep up with RTB sales and demolitions (respectively 
84,302 and 29,500 from 2010-2019). That's why since 2010 there has been a fall in the 
number of council homes in England of 199,000.

3. 'Leverage' to support house building?

anice Morphet and Ben Clifford raise objection that councils are not allowed to apply 
IFRS rules6. They say:J

4 When the Tories were elected in 1979 there were 5,187,000 council homes in England. When New Labour was 
elected there were 3,401,000. When the coalition government was elected in 2010 there were only 1,786,000.

5 11,680 were built over five years, though some of these were funded by the previous government's National 
Affordable Homes Programme.
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“If the IFRS rules were applied appropriately then these properties would be counted as 
the council’s assets against which they could leverage more investment to build more 
homes. Secondly, the government defined value, which is rarely uprated, is used to create 
a debt cap against which local authorities can borrow to raise investment in social housing.
This debt cap is a legal and not an accounting mechanism and appears to be used to 
restrict local authority activity in building social housing than because there are concerns 
on the whole government accounts. This debt cap can be very restrictive for councils that 
wish to improve their stock or build more homes and operates in a random way between 
councils as it relies on legacy base line assets valuations. Even when Councils are not yet 
at their debt cap, it can provide a restriction as they may approach it in future and are 
trying to plan housing development where a proper pipeline of site identification, assembly 
and delivery can easily take five years.”

It is certainly true that the attachment of a quasi-market value prevents councils from 
borrowing. The 2012 'debt settlement' left many councils with little or no ability to borrow 
Half of them were given a borrowing capacity of less than £10 million. But Morphet/Clifford 
appear to want councils to be able to operate like commercial companies. They say the 
Treasury “Should allow local authorities to borrow against their assets and rent income in 
the same way as registered providers and the private sector”. Of course, Housing 
Associations borrow at commercial rates. That's why their rents were historically around 
20% higher than council rents. Councils could borrow from the PWLB at lower rates than 
in commercial markets.
   There are lots of misconceptions about “borrowing to build”. Councils have always 
borrowed to facilitate building council housing but the critical factor determining the scale 
of building and the quality of it, is government subsidy/grant. This has varied over time. For
instance the Atlee government increased the grant per property threefold to £16 10s a 
year, with a £5 10s contribution from the rates. This was for 60 years, so it provided 
£1,320, more or less covering the cost of building a house at the time. 
   If council house building was funded just by borrowing then that would mean that 
existing tenants alone were paying for new building because their rent pays for the 
servicing of the debt. Moreover, for the years when there is no surplus from the new build 
(in other words the cost of servicing the additional debt is more than the new rental 
income) then the HRA has to cover the difference. The deficit would eat into HRA 
resources that have to pay for the upkeep of existing council stock. That's why many 
councils with significant 'borrowing headroom' (the amount they are allowed to borrow by 
central government) aren't borrowing more, because the HRA has insufficient resources to 
pay the cost of new debt without it impacting on the meagre capital resources they have 
for renewing key housing components (roofs, kitchens, bathrooms et).
   To take the example of Swindon council, it has £58 million debt headroom, but
only around £15 million a year for capital purposes to renew stock components. As a result
of £104 million debt left over from the 2012 'debt settlement' it pays £8 million a year debt 
and interest charges. It has £80 million less capital resources(over the next five years 
alone) than it estimates it needs to maintain the stock to the decent homes standard. This 
situation is unexceptional. Most HRAs have insufficient resources to maintain their stock 
over the long term despite Grant Shapps assurance in 2012 that they would have.
   If Swindon borrowed an extra £30 million at the current available rate of 1.68% it would 

6   “The IFRS Foundation is a not-for-profit, public interest organisation established to develop a single set of high-
quality, understandable, enforceable and globally accepted accounting standards—IFRS Standards—and to promote and
facilitate adoption of the standards.” 
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cost £1.504 million a year7. If new building was funded by borrowing alone the HRA would 
have to cover a deficit for more than 10 years. So “borrowing to build” is not a realistic 
option for building on a large scale. It would make no sense to build more stock at the cost 
of a deterioration in the condition of the existing stock and tenants' living conditions.

4. Debt burden

orphet/Clifford's proposal to allow councils to “borrow against their assets and rents” 
also takes no account of the current level of so-called debt HRAs are burdened with. 

Whilst the current government has lifted the borrowing limits for HRA's this will only have a
very limited impact on building because HRAs already have a 'debt' of £26 billion. More 
than £13 billion was imposed on 136 of them them in 2012 when the new 'self-financing' 
system was introduced. This is not actual debt, resulting from borrowing, but the product of
financial manipulation by the Treasury. If this debt was written off8 then HRAs would have 
at least an additional £1.25 billion a year to use on their existing stock. Historically, Council
tenants paid more in rent than the cost of borrowing associated with building programmes. 
That was why there was widespread support for the demand of cancellation of what is 
largely bogus debt9, when 'self-financing' was consulted towards the end of the New 
Labour government. 

M

   Nationally, the income from tenants' rent for all HRAs in 2019-20 was £8.080 billion 
(Local Government Financial Statistics 2020, No 30 England). £6.874 billion of this was 
rent. Debt charges and 'interest payable and other charges'  were £2 billion. The cost of 
management was more than £2.5 billion. Spending on repairs and maintenance was 
£1.776 billion, and expenditure for capital purposes was only £970 million. So capital 
expenditure was only around £600 per property on average. An increase in debt servicing 
would eat into this already insufficient amount. 

5. The domination of housing by commodity production

he stigmatisation of council housing and council tenants began with the Thatcher 
government's assault on council housing. Thatcher was initially opposed to RTB on the

grounds that “our people” who scrimped and saved for a mortgage would not understand 
why this gift was being given to council tenants. But she was eventually persuaded by the 
argument that it would undermine Labour's bedrock support on council estates. 

T

   The worship of home ownership went hand in hand with its development as an asset 
which accrued unearned income as a result of house price inflation. Council housing 
became a 'residual' tenure for poor people as the stock numbers declined precipitously as 
a result of the combined effect of RTB and stock transfers. Prior to RTB more than a third 
of the population spent some time in council housing. Council estates were mixed 
communities; the school teacher and the school cleaner, the white collar worker and the 
factory worker and so on. It was common for tenants to save up a deposit and then buy a 
house on the market. Without the good value of council rents many of these people 
probably would not have been able to take on a mortgage. It wasn't a tenure for the poor 

7 This assumes repayment of the debt over 30 years, the policy that the council adopted in 2012 when it was given an 
additional £138.6 million debt as part of the 'debt settlement).

8 When the New Labour government consulted on the new system there was widespread support for cancellation of 
this so-called debt, not least because council tenants had paid more in rent than the historic costs of borrowing. See 
The Case for Cancelling Council Housing 'debt'

9 For a more detailed explanation of the finance see The case for cancelling HRA debt
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until the stock numbers declined significantly. In fact council rents were often higher than 
private sector ones. 
   The Atlee government changed the designation of council housing to 'general needs' 
rather than “housing for the working classes”. It was production for social need rather than 
commodity production. The housing market has never built for social need since the sole 
purpose of private builders and developers is to maximise their profits. The private 
companies have, of course, built for councils when these have been funded by the state. 
   The most progressive aspects of the Atlee government's policies were the NHS and 
council house building. The former took healthcare out of the market. What is not widely 
known in relation to the large scale council house building programme was that the 
government strictly limited building of homes for sale. Private builders had to get permits 
and could only build one out five homes, the other four being council housing. 
   Both the NHS and housing were part of the same Ministry because of the well known 
connection between bad housing and bad health. At any rate these policies gave us a 
glimpse of a society in which people's health and living conditions were not determined by 
the market and their wealth or poverty.10

   One of the main features of the current housing crisis is the fact that millions of people 
have been driven into the private rented sector because of the shortage of council homes 
and the unaffordability of mortgages. New Labour promoted the growth of the private 
rented sector by tax incentives to Buy to Let landlords. During its 13 years in office, the 
number of properties in the private rented sector increased by 1.787 million in England, at 
the same time as the number of council homes fell by more than 1.58 million. 
   Whilst it is unlikely that Labour today would restrict the housing market as Bevan did, 
what is clear is that building for social need on the scale of 100,000 council homes a year, 
would impact on the market for sale and rent. Take 100,000 households out of the market 
each year and we would most likely see a fall in private rents and house prices because it 
would ease the current surfeit of too many people chasing too few properties.
   The funding of council housing should be viewed as a means of addressing an acute 
social need which is reflected in the affordability crisis, both in the market for private rental 
and homes for sale, and in the scale of homelessness. Local Housing Companies cannot 
resolve this crisis because they are largely not building homes for social rent and they 
cannot build on a big enough scale in any case given the absence of government grant.
   Morpeth/Clifford's research shows this picture of building by LHCs.

“we identified a combined total of 8,992 homes delivered by local authorities and their 
companies: 3,803 affordable (42%)11, 2,079 social (23%), 943 intermediate (10%), 1,428 
for sale (16%) and 739 Private Rented Sector (PRS) (8%).”

So just under a quarter of homes built were social rent. These projects also involve the use
of council owned land which could be used for building council housing, instead of which it 
is used to build homes for sale on the market and for private rent, supposedly to provide a 
subsidy for 'social housing'.
   The housing crisis is, above all else, the result of house building being dominated by 
commodity production. If you look at the graph of house building in the UK you will see the 

10 Whilst the combination of health and housing was the quintessence of what was progressive about the Atlee 
government, Keir Starmer, in his recent virtual conference speech proposed an alternative duo. The Labour Party 
was the Party of the NHS and NATO. Ironically, it was the commitment to the Korean War that led to cutting social 
programmes, both house building targets and charging for spectacles. Starmer was the only leadership candidate 
who did not commit to support the ambition of building 100,000 council homes a year.

11 The average AR in England in 2018-19 was £31.32 higher than SR: £119.22 compared to £88.91.
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numbers built overall decline in parallel with the decline in council house building. 
However, the crisis cannot be resolved by sheer numbers. The shortage of genuinely 
affordable homes for rent requires a return to a large scale council house building 
programme. Labour committed in its Manifesto in 2019 to £10 billion a year for funding 
100,000 council homes a year. It's loss of the election obviously meant it could not 
implement this policy. Yet even the Local Government Association, with a Tory majority has
called for 100,000 council homes a year as a mean of addressing the housing crisis and 
the economic and employment crisis which is the result of the pandemic, the lock-downs 
and tier systems

6. Public sector house building?

he post second world war council house building programme was largely carried out 
by private building companies. On a small scale there was some building by Direct 

Labour organisations. Since then there has been a concentration in the sector in the 
direction of monopoly. The major builders have created “contrived scarcity” in order to 
maximise their profits. Help to Buy has also enabled them to make phenomenal profits.

T

“Profitability comes before the interests of the buyer. Indeed there has been a phenomenal
rise in profits for the nine largest companies, increasing from £372 million in 2010 to over 
£2 billion by 2015; an increase of over 480 per cent. This has meant big bucks for the 
shareholders. In 2015, the biggest five house builders returned 43 per cent of their annual 
profits to shareholders, an amount totalling £936m.”
Just as they control the market these builders potentially have councils over a barrel. 
Without the ability to build homes themselves councils have to take the prices they can get
from builders. Building on a small scale means that the prices are higher than they would 
be than if building on a greater scale. Whilst this is a problem which cannot be easily or 
quickly resolved it is an issue which needs to be seriously addressed. Yet it won't be 
unless councils are guaranteed grant on an annual basis. Without that they cannot even 
put together the teams necessary to plan the work.
   There has been some discussion about the possibility of a state run building company 
which could develop as an alternative to the big builders, but to my knowledge there has 
been no preparatory work done as yet.  
   Direct Labour Organisations that do exist tend to do day to day maintenance and some 
capital works, replacing key components, such as bathrooms and kitchens, electrical 
works. There has recently been a trend towards outsourced work of this type being 
brought back in-house. Rebuilding DLOs is a key requirement for maintaining existing 
council housing stock to a good standard, and may support the re-emergence of building 
by DLOs, providing that funding was available for a return to large scale building.

7. Municipal Entrepreneurialism?

Janice Morphet's 2020 book Reviving Local Authority Housing Delivery is subtitled 
Challenging Austerity through Municipal Entrepreneurialism. In my view you cannot 
challenge austerity by market adventures and market risks. We have seen many 
authorities caught out by the impact of coronavirus and the lock-downs on their 
commercial investments. Individual authorities cannot overcome the shortage of funding 
either for the services they deliver, or to enable them to build council housing. Only 
national campaigning for the funding necessary – based on annual estimates of social 
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need in each locality – can prevent a new phase of austerity in local government. 
   Local Housing Companies are one of the examples of 'municipal entrepreneurialism'. 
One of the reasons for their growth is the absence of central government grant for building 
council housing. Commercial investments risk the finances of council General Funds. 
Some of those councils that have turned towards commercial investments as a means of 
replacing central government grant, seeking revenue stream to bolster their General 
Funds, have found themselves in severe difficulties as a result of the pandemic. This 
includes some housing companies. Croydon's Brick by Brick is responsible for half of the 
shortfall of funding which led the council to issue a section 114 notice (indicating it does 
not have sufficient income to cover its expenditure). The company has not delivered a 
penny of the expected income. Norwich council has had to stump up £14 million to stop its 
building company collapsing.
   In my view the housing crisis cannot be resolved without housing being treated as a 
social need and a right, rather than a sector dominated by commodity production. Councils
are providers of public service not commercial organisations seeking 'yield'. This should 
apply to housing no less than other services.
   Morphet/Clifford do call for government subsidy but for them it doesn't appear to matter 
matter where it goes. The government 

“Should establish a funding subsidy programme whether through grants for local authority 
direct delivery of housing, the Housing Revenue Account, other mechanisms such as a 
registered provider, or on the general fund.” 

They fail to address the process of commercialisation of the housing association sector 
and the operation of some of them more like private businesses instead of organisations 
with 'a social purpose'. Even where they have tenants on their boards housing 
associations have a legal duty to the business rather than being accountable to tenants.
   If councils are to fulfil a social function rather than being forced to operate under the whip
of 'market disciplines' then we need a process of de-commodification of council services 
(social care is a prime example). Large scale Council house building would inevitably 
shrink the market, both for sales and private rent. Building in the framework of the HRA is 
the best means of providing council housing with genuinely affordable 'social rent'. The 
stigmatisation of council housing can ultimately only be overcome by the growth of the 
stock on sufficient scale for more and more people to experience living in it. The end of 
Right to Buy (which Morphet/Clifford do support) and the provision of grant somewhere in 
the region of the £10 billion a year Labour committed to, would mean that for the first time 
in a generation the stock numbers began to increase year on year.

Martin Wicks
December 2020

PS. Thanks to Paul Watt for constructive criticism of the original text.
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Table 2b

House building: permanent dwellings completed, by sector, England, financial year

Completed

1969-70 306,860 164,070 7,100 135,700

1970-71 291,790 153,440 8,180 130,180

1971-72 294,680 170,820 10,170 113,680

1972-73 272,520 173,990 6,900 91,630

1973-74 249,710 163,460 8,340 77,920

1974-75 229,360 121,490 9,260 98,610

1975-76 261,460 131,480 13,650 116,330

1976-77 263,430 130,900 14,440 118,090

1977-78 261,600 121,570 24,190 115,840

1978-79 241,360 127,490 20,570 93,300

1979-80 209,460 118,390 16,280 74,790

1980-81 204,370 110,230 19,300 74,840

1981-82 170,600 98,900 16,820 54,880

1982-83 151,630 108,790 11,180 31,660

1983-84 173,720 129,490 14,340 29,900

1984-85 181,990 138,850 13,940 29,200

1985-86 170,130 135,450 11,370 23,310

1986-87 178,300 148,180 10,450 19,670

1987-88 189,300 161,740 10,940 16,620

1988-89 202,930 176,020 10,780 16,130

1989-90 179,360 154,000 10,650 14,700

1990-91 160,030 132,500 14,580 12,960

1991-92 155,130 132,050 15,970 7,110

1992-93 142,460 115,910 23,970 2,580

1993-94 147,710 116,050 30,210 1,450

1994-95 157,970 125,740 31,380 850

1995-96 154,600 123,620 30,230 760

1996-97 146,250 121,170 24,630 450

1997-98 149,560 127,840 21,400 320

1998-99 140,260 121,190 18,890 180

1999-00 141,800 124,470 17,270 60

2000-01 133,260 116,640 16,430 180

2001-02 129,870 115,700 14,100 60

2002-03 137,740 124,460 13,080 200

2003-04 143,960 130,100 13,670 190

2004-05 155,890 139,130 16,660 100

2005-06 163,400 144,940 18,160 300

2006-07 167,680 145,680 21,750 250

2007-08 170,610 147,170 23,220 220

2008-09 140,990 113,800 26,690 490

2009-10 119,910 93,030 26,520 370

2010-11 107,870 83,180 23,550 1,140

2011-12 118,510 89,120 27,460 1,960

2012-13 107,980 84,550 22,060 1,360

2013-14 112,330 89,630 21,790 910

2014-15 124,640 96,270 27,020 1,360

2015-16 139,710 111,350 26,470 1,900

2016-17 147,520 120,450 25,230 1,830

2017-18 160,980 131,770 27,210 2,000

2018-19 169,020 138,580 27,910 2,540

All
Dwellings

Private 
Enterprise

Housing 
Associations

Local 
Authorities
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Private Housing Associations Council

Tories 1979-97 2,347,080 317,020 411,860

Average 130,393 17,612 22,811

New Labour 1997-2010 1,644,150 247,840 2,920

Average 126,473 19,064 224

Coalition/Tories 2010-19 944,900 228,700 15,000

Average 104,988 25,411 1,666
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Thousands of dwellings 

Rented Privately Rented from Rented from Other  

Owner or with a job or Private Registered Local public sector All 

 Occupied business  Providers Authorities dwellings Dwellings 

1979 10,191 2,051 353 5,187 .. 17,782 

1980 10,260 2,084 401 5,119 .. 17,864 

Apr-20

1981 10,334 2,051 410 5,118                .. 17,912 

31-Dec

1981 10,536 1,994 420 5,068 .. 18,018 

1982 10,906 1,919 428 4,902 .. 18,154 

1983 11,240 1,849 441 4,788 .. 18,318 

1984 11,550 1,778 455 4,705 .. 18,488 

1985 11,843 1,709 472 4,627 .. 18,651 

1986 12,145 1,641 482 4,556 .. 18,824 

1987 12,264 1,899 512 4,403 .. 19,078 

1988 12,648 1,848 534 4,254 .. 19,284 

1989 12,971 1,849 567 4,081 .. 19,469 

1990 13,171 1,906 613 3,944 .. 19,635 

31-Mar

1991 13,230 1,767 608 3,899 167 19,671 

1992 13,388 1,806 646 3,844 151 19,836 

1993 13,493 1,867 714 3,760 153 19,987 

1994 13,616 1,929 779 3,666 150 20,139 

1995 13,741 1,998 857 3,565 145 20,305 

1996 13,842 2,073 942 3,470 141 20,468 

1997 13,979 2,125 985 3,401 132 20,622 

1998 14,187 2,121 1,040 3,309 121 20,778 

1999 14,408 2,086 1,146 3,178 110 20,927 

2000 14,600 2,089 1,273 3,012 101 21,075 

2001 14,735 2,133 1,424 2,812 103 21,207 

2002 14,846 2,197 1,492 2,706 112 21,354 

2003 14,752 2,549 1,651 2,457 104 21,513 

2004 14,986 2,578 1,702 2,335 83 21,684 

2005 15,100 2,720 1,802 2,166 82 21,870 

2006 15,052 2,987 1,865 2,087 82 22,073 

2007 15,093 3,182 1,951 1,987 75 22,288 

2008 15,067 3,443 2,056 1,870 74 22,511 

2009 14,968 3,705 2,128 1,820 74 22,694 

2010 14,895 3,912 2,180 1,786 66 22,839 

2011 14,827 4,105 2,255 1,726 63 22,976 

2012 14,754 4,286 2,304 1,693 75 23,111 

2013 14,685 4,465 2,331 1,682 73 23,236 

2014 14,674 4,623 2,343 1,669 64 23,372 

2015 14,684 4,773 2,387 1,643 55 23,543 

2016 14,801 4,832 2,430 1,612 57 23,733 

2017 15,050 4,798 2,444 1,602 56 23,950 

2018 15,311 4,773 2,452 1,592 43 24,172 

2019 15,581 4,725 2,479 1,587 42 24,414 

Table 104 Dwelling stock: by tenure1, England (historical series)2 3


