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Executive summary

	→ This report demonstrates that well-designed rent controls are a viable 
option for the government, as part of a strategy to tackle problems in the 
private rental sector.

	→ High rents have strained living standards for two decades, with nearly 1 in 
5 UK households now renting privately and facing insecurity, poverty and 
homelessness.

	→ The Government’s target of 1.5 million new homes will aid affordability 
long-term, but supply reforms will not cut rents in the short-term, so rent 
controls need to be returned to the policy debate.

	→ Rewinding to pre-1989 rent controls is not an option; modern controls 
must be designed to improve affordability without creating risk of a sig-
nificant number of landlords becoming loss-making, leading to a rapid 
sell-off and displacement for tenants. 

	→ The baseline scenario shows inaction is costly: tenancies exposed to 
loss-making landlords rise from 10% in 2024 to 17% by 2031, driven 
mainly by rising mortgage costs.

	→ Three rent-control pathways are modelled from 2027/28: a CPI-linked 
cap, a nominal rent freeze, and moderate control (in-tenancy at CPI, be-
tween-tenancy at CPI +2%).

	→ Each pathway is paired with two fiscal reforms: restoring full mort-
gage-interest deductibility (reversing Section 24) and applying National 
Insurance to landlord property income.

	→ All three pathways keep landlord returns positive and reduce the share 
of tenancies exposed to loss-making landlords below the 2031 baseline. 
This not only reveals a modest trade-off between improved affordability 
for tenants and landlord returns; it also shows that rent controls can play 
an important role in a package of policies to create a more resilient and 
affordable private rental sector.

	→ Mortgage financing costs, not rent controls, are the dominant driver of 
market viability for private landlords.

	→ By 2031, per tenancy, tenants would be annually saving:

	→ With a rent freeze: £1,418
	→ With moderate rent control: £701
	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £130
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	→ Cumulatively, over the following four years, the tenant population 
across England would have saved:

	→ With a rent freeze: £14.55bn
	→ With moderate rent control: £6.9bn
	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £1.1bn
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Introduction

For much of the past two decades private renters in England have experienced persistently 
high rent costs relative to their incomes, with recent inflationary pressures further 
compounding these challenges. At the same time, the share of households paying these 
high rents has grown, with nearly 1 in 5 households in the UK now renting privately. It is 
now well established that high rents are placing increasing strain on living standards and 
contributing to insecurity, poverty and homelessness.
 
The UK Government recognises the need to improve housing affordability, and has taken 
bold steps to increase housing supply – setting a target of building 1.5 million homes in 
England over the course of the current parliament. Although such supply-side ambition 
will help to improve affordability in the long-run, such reforms are unlikely to deliver 
substantial reductions in rents in the short-term. As a result, rent controls have recently 
returned to the policy debate as an immediate means of improving affordability for tenants.

Rent controls in Britain are not new: indeed some form of rent controls existed between 
1915 until 1989, when rents for new private tenancies were deregulated. But given the 
radical changes to Britain’s economy and housing market over the past 40 years, simply 
rewinding the clock is not an option. For modern rent controls to be effective, they must be 
carefully designed to improve affordability without creating unintended consequences that 
could increase housing insecurity. In particular, rent regulation must avoid creating a large 
increase in the number of tenants whose homes are owned by loss-making landlords. If 
rent controls result in substantial numbers of landlords making sustained losses, this could 
lead to increased property sales and tenant displacement, ultimately increasing housing 
insecurity rather than reducing it. As such, care must be taken to manage the tension 
between improving affordability on the one hand, and protecting tenant security on the 
other.

This report explores how meaningful rent controls can be introduced in England without 
creating widespread financial distress among landlords or increasing housing insecurity 
for tenants. Using the JRF Landlord Model, this report models a range of forward-looking 
policy scenarios to 2031 using data from the 2024 English Private Landlord Survey and the 
latest Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) projections.

	↘ The costs of inaction: baseline scenario
 
The baseline scenario projects the 2024 landlord population forward to 2031 using OBR 
forecasts for rents, house prices, earnings, and inflation-linked operating costs, while 
assuming that current tax policy remains the same. Under this scenario, the proportion 
of tenancies exposed to loss-making landlords rises substantially from 10% in 2024 to 
17% by 2031. This deterioration is driven primarily by rising mortgage costs as landlords 
refinance onto higher-rate loans, alongside increasing operating costs. While rents 
continue to rise, these increases are insufficient to offset higher financing costs, leading to 
a growing share of tenancies being exposed to loss-making landlords.

This suggests that maintaining the existing policy trajectory risks creating growing 
financial stress in the sector, leaving nearly one in five tenants at risk of displacement 
without improving affordability. There is therefore a strong case for examining possible 
interventions both to improve rent affordability and protect tenant security.
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	↘ Enhancing affordability and security: three rent control 
pathways

The analysis then models three alternative rent-control pathways introduced from 2027/28 
onwards:

	↳ An inflation-linked rent cap which assumes all landlords uprate rents by the 
consumer price index (CPI) measure of inflation each year.

	↳ A nominal rent freeze whereby rents are held at 2027 levels with no subsequent 
uprating for inflation.

	↳ Moderate rent control in which in-tenancy rent increases are capped at CPI, and 
between-tenancy increases at CPI +2%. 

Each pathway is modelled alongside two wider fiscal reforms:
	↳ The restoration of full mortgage-interest deductibility for landlords (reversing so-

called ‘Section 24’ restrictions); and

	↳ The application of National Insurance contributions to landlord property income.

Under all three rent-control pathways, landlord returns remain positive and stable when 
combined with the restoration of mortgage-interest deductibility, though slightly below 
the baseline scenario. As shown in the table below, landlord returns are lowest under the 
nominal rent freeze and highest under the CPI-linked cap, although returns remain positive 
across all scenarios. The results therefore suggest a clear but modest trade-off: stronger 
rent controls improve affordability for tenants, while reducing landlord returns.

Rent-control pathway 
(modelled up until 2031)

Mean post-tax rental 
return on equity (ROE)

Share of tenancies 
exposed to loss-making 
landlords

2031 baseline: no policy 
change 2.00% 17.05%

CPI-linked cap 1.81% 12.48%

Moderate rent control 1.68% 14.16%

Nominal freeze 1.52% 15.33%

Note: ROE refers to rental returns only, and excludes capital gains.



The Autonomy Institute

10

Crucially however, all three pathways result in a smaller share of tenancies being exposed 
to loss-making landlords than under the projected 2031 baseline in which no policy 
changes are made. This is largely due to the restoration of mortgage-interest deductibility, 
which reduces the proportion of tenancies exposed to loss-making landlords by around 
five percentage points relative to equivalent scenarios without reform. However, the design 
of rent controls also matters. The CPI-linked cap results in the lowest share of tenancies 
exposed to loss-making landlords, while the nominal rent freeze results in the highest, 
reflecting the greater constraint it places on landlords' rental income.

As such, the modelling indicates that rent controls can be designed to improve affordability 
while avoiding such adverse consequences if carefully calibrated and combined with 
accommodating measures to ease landlord costs. 

	↘ The elephant in the room: financing conditions
The impact of rent controls cannot be assessed in isolation from the wider financing 
environment. Across all scenarios, mortgage costs emerge as the single most important 
determinant of landlord financial viability. Financial distress is overwhelmingly 
concentrated among mortgaged and leveraged landlords, while mortgage-free landlords 
remain largely insulated from below-zero rental returns.

To test the sensitivity of the results to financing conditions, the paper models an additional 
stress scenario whereby mortgage rates increase by a further 100 basis points. The results 
show that this increases the share of tenancies exposed to loss-making landlords by 
approximately 4 to 6 percentage points. Significantly, this is greater than the differences 
between the three alternative rent-control pathways modelled. In practice, the same rent-
control design can produce very different distributional outcomes depending on the path of 
mortgage rates.

The findings therefore suggest that mortgage financing costs rather than rent controls can 
be the dominant determinant of whether landlords remain above or below breakeven. The 
profitability of the private rented sector depends at least as much on financing conditions 
as on the design of rent controls. Policies aimed at improving affordability are therefore 
likely to be most effective when accompanied by measures that reduce financing pressures 
on mortgaged landlords.

	↘ Implications for policy
The modelling presented in this paper suggests that well-designed rent controls can be 
implemented without generating widespread landlord distress. However, the way that 
rent control policies are designed and implemented is key. Capping rents in isolation risks 
pushing a greater number of landlords below breakeven, potentially increasing landlord 
exit and undermining tenant security. In contrast, policies that limit rent increases while 
simultaneously easing cost pressures offer a feasible route to improving affordability 
without destabilising the private rented sector. The findings indicate that restoring 
mortgage-interest deductibility is a relatively well-targeted policy, since it directs support 
towards mortgaged landlords, who account for the overwhelming majority of loss-making 
tenancies in the model. Combined with carefully designed rent controls, this approach 
improves affordability while reducing the share of tenants exposed to loss-making 
landlords relative to the baseline forecast, thereby strengthening tenant security. This 
dual benefit makes it an attractive policy option for a government concerned with tackling 
housing affordability while avoiding significant market disruption.
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	↳ 1.1 Two phases of the JRF landlord model
The first phase of this collaboration between the Autonomy Institute and the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, published as ‘The Property Premium’ in May 2026, established 
the historical baseline: how rental returns, below-zero exposure, and capital gains have 
evolved across the 2018, 2021, and 2024 waves of the English Private Landlord Survey 
(EPLS).1 Phase 2 of this research extends that work into forward-looking simulation. 
It assesses how plausible policy combinations would affect landlord returns and the 
share of tenancies attached to landlords with below-zero post-tax rental ROE between 
now and 2031. The combinations include rent controls, restoring full mortgage-interest 
deductibility, the introduction of National Insurance on property income, and a +100bp 
interest-rate stress reported as an appendix sensitivity.

	↳ 1.2 Summary of our method
The analytical sequence is deliberately simple, and the structure of the rest of this report 
follows it directly:

	↳ Anchor. The model is anchored to microdata from the 2024 EPLS, a nationally 
representative sample covering landlord characteristics, property portfolios, 
mortgage terms, rental income, and non-property earnings.

	↳ Forward calibration. The 2024 sample is uprated year by year to 2031 using the 
OBR March 2026 Economic and Fiscal Outlook paths for private rents (PRPI), house 
prices (HPI), earnings (AWE), and consumer prices (CPI) linked to operating costs.

	↳ Shocks applied sequentially. Rent-control paths are imposed first, after which 
policy and financing shocks are applied conditionally. These shocks come in 
two families: fiscal policy, covering the reversal of Section 24 mortgage-interest 
deductibility and the imposition of National Insurance on landlord property income; 
and monetary stress, covering a +100bp rise in mortgage rates reported separately 
as an appendix sensitivity.

	↳ Two dimensions of analysis. 
	→ Static shocks are point-in-time evaluations. A single endpoint scenario in 2031 

is compared directly against the 2024 EPLS baseline.

	→ Dynamic shocks trace a continuous, year-by-year trajectory from 2026 to 2031, 
and are used specifically to model the gradual, stepwise phase-in of Section 24 
mortgage-interest deductibility, restored from 20% in 2026 to 100% by 2031.

1	 Phase 1 (The Property Premium) established the core modelling pipeline used in this 
analysis. See The Property Premium. It anchors on microdata from the 2018, 2021, and 2024 English 
Private Landlord Survey (EPLS), using landlord weights and tenancy/deposit weights to estimate 
national landlord and tenancy distributions. The Phase 1 methodology maps individual and corporate 
tax treatment, including Section 24, imputes mortgage debt and mortgage status where required 
using Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) MLAR data, and applies fixed and variable mortgage-rate 
assumptions informed by Bank of England and buy-to-let market inputs. Phase 2 then adds OBR 
macroeconomic trajectories for rents, house prices, earnings, and operating costs (see Tables 2 and 3). 
Capital gains are modelled separately using an 8-year rolling HPI window and a 20-year holding-period 
assumption. Phase 2 uses the final 2024 EPLS model architecture as the forward-simulation anchor.

https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-landlord-profits-in-england/
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	↳ 1.3 A necessary caveat on mortgage interest rates

Forecasting mortgage interest rates over a multi-year horizon is difficult. Future mortgage 
pricing depends not only on the Bank Rate, but also on gilt yields, lenders’ funding costs, 
inflation expectations, regulation, and wider market conditions.

The central mortgage-interest calibration used throughout this report applies OBR-aligned 
projections using an LTV-vintage method: rates vary by loan-to-value tier and mortgage-
vintage window, reflecting the rollover of older fixed-rate deals onto newer rates.

	↳ 1.4 Headline results

Historical baselines (Phase 1 anchor). Mean post-tax rental return on equity (ROE), 
excluding capital gains, was 2.27% in 2018, 2.46% in 2021, and 2.44% in 2024. In the 
2024 baseline, 4.92% of landlords and 10.21% of tenancies were attached to landlords 
with below-zero post-tax rental ROE.

Forward baseline to 2031. Under the central mortgage-interest calibration used 
throughout this report, mean post-tax rental ROE falls to 2.00% by 2031, the landlord 
below-zero share rises to 9.93%, and the tenancy below-zero share reaches 17.05%.

The headline 2031 endpoint results for the main simulation packages are:

Scenario
Post-tax 
rental ROE 
(%)

Landlord 
<0 (%)

Tenancy <0 
(%)

2031 macro baseline 2.00 9.93 17.05

CPI + Section 24 + NICs 
(ER+EE)

1.81 6.80 12.48

Nominal freeze + Section 24 + 
NICs (ER+EE)

1.52 9.05 15.33

Moderate rent control  + 
Section 24 + NICs (ER+EE)

1.68 7.50 14.16

Table 1. Headline 2031 endpoint results (central calibration). Source: Autonomy analysis 
using the JRF Landlord Model.

Static policy effects at the 2031 endpoint. The Section 24 reversal is the most substantial 
modelled policy intervention for improving post-tax rental ROE. Across the CPI, freeze, 
and moderate rent paths, restoring full mortgage-interest deductibility raises post-tax 
rental ROE by about +0.18 to +0.19 percentage points, reduces the landlord below-zero 
share by roughly 3.6 to 4.2 percentage points, and reduces the tenancy below-zero share 
by about 4.9 to 5.1 percentage points. The combined employer-and-employee (ER+EE) 
NICs treatment, the main specification in this report, reduces post-tax rental ROE by about 
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0.29 to 0.34 percentage points relative to the no-NICs package, against about 0.04 to 0.06 
percentage points for the Class 4 sensitivity. Neither treatment changes the landlord or 
tenancy below-zero shares at the 2031 static endpoint.

Dynamic year-by-year results, 2026 to 2031. The Section 24 phase-in restores 
deductibility gradually (20% in 2026 rising to 100% by 2031), so its marginal benefit 
builds over the projection. The Section 24 marginal effect on post-tax rental ROE grows 
from about +0.03 percentage points in 2026 to +0.18 to +0.19 percentage points by 2031 
across the CPI, freeze, and moderate paths, and the reduction in the tenancy below-zero 
share grows from about −0.32 percentage points in 2026 to between −4.88 and −5.11 
percentage points by 2031 (see section 4.1).

Two main findings dominate:
	↳ First, of the policy levers modelled, restoring mortgage-interest deductibility (the 

Section 24 reversal) does the most to support landlord viability and reduce the 
share of tenancies exposed to below-zero returns.

	↳ Second, the financing environment, not rent regulation alone, sets the ceiling on 
how much any single policy can improve outcomes. The ER+EE NICs treatment 
reduces post-tax rental ROE materially further than Class 4, but neither changes 
breakeven exposure at the 2031 endpoint. A combined package of CPI rent control, 
Section 24 reversal, and ER+EE NICs reduces tenancy below-zero exposure. 
Because house prices are held exogenous, these are first-round effects and likely 
conservative for the most severe scenarios.

	↳ 1.5 Scope, shocks, and report

Phase 2 of the JRF Landlord Model extends the Phase 1 framework by running policy-
impact simulations on the 2024 wave of the English Private Landlord Survey. Its central 
question is straightforward: how do landlord post-tax rental returns on equity, and the 
share of landlords or tenancies exposed to below-zero returns, evolve under a forward-
looking macroeconomic baseline and under a range of plausible policy and market shocks?

The model retains the analytical approach established in Phase 1. ROE is calculated as the 
relevant return measure divided by equity, defined as property value minus outstanding 
mortgage debt. Two return measures are used in parallel: post-tax rental ROE, which 
excludes capital gains and represents short-run financing viability, and post-tax total ROE, 
which adds capital gains and represents balance-sheet returns. The headline policy-impact 
metrics in this report are constructed on the rental basis. Capital gains are treated as a 
supplementary balance-sheet return component rather than as a substitute for rental cash 
flow.

Forward projections apply the OBR March 2026 paths for PRPI, HPI, AWE, and CPI-linked 
operating costs. The 2024 landlord population is held fixed: the model does not attempt 
to capture behavioural responses such as market entry, exit, refinancing, or portfolio 
restructuring.2 Mortgage interest costs are projected under the central mortgage-interest 
calibration described above in section 1.3.

2	 The model also does not capture second-order effects or feedback loops between the 
variables it examines. House-price growth is held on the OBR path, so shocks do not feed back into 
house prices, capital gains, or landlord behaviour. This is a scenario simulation rather than a full macro-
behavioural model, and the results should be read as the direct, first-round impact of each shock.
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Shock scenarios test sensitivity to policy and market shocks including:
	↳ Rent regulation paths: three controlled paths replace the baseline rent uprating 

from 2027/28 onwards: a CPI-linked path, a freeze anchored at the 2027 level, and 
the moderate rent control path using the population-level rent-growth averages. 
The controlled paths match the baseline/ PRPI path through 2026/27 and first 
diverge in 2027/28 (see section 2.5 and Figure 1).

	↳ Fiscal policy shocks: the reversal of Section 24 finance-cost restrictions, modelled 
either as full restoration at the 2031 endpoint (static) or as a gradual phase-in 
(dynamic); and the application of National Insurance Contributions to landlord 
property income, modelled under the combined employer-and-employee (ER+EE) 
specification as the main scenario, with Class 4 as a sensitivity comparison (see 
section 2.4 and section 3.2).

	↳ Monetary stress: a +100bp rate stress, reported as a sensitivity rather than as 
a main-body scenario. It lowers rental ROE by roughly 0.29 to 0.35 percentage 
points and raises tenancy below-zero exposure by around 4 to 6 percentage points 
in the tested endpoint cases; see Appendix C.

The remainder of this report is organised as follows. Section 2 sets out the model 
framework: the EPLS anchor, the forward calibration, the mortgage-interest calibration, the 
tax engine, the shock schema, the static and dynamic dimensions, and the capital-gains 
treatment. Section 3 presents the static empirical findings, with stepwise decompositions, 
National Insurance comparisons, regional highlights, and portfolio-size analysis; the 
fiscal costings are reported in Appendix B. Section 4 presents the dynamic Section 24 
trajectories. Section 5 draws together the implications for policy design and market 
intervention.
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Methodology

	↳ 2.1 The EPLS anchor

The historical baseline analysis was built from Phase 1 of the collaboration between the 
Autonomy Institute and JRF and covers the 2018, 2021, and 2024 EPLS waves. Each 
is processed under year-specific model assumptions to recover landlord returns and 
financing pressure. The retained analytical sample differs substantially across waves, 
reflecting differences in the underlying survey and in the variables required for the ROE 
pipeline. In 2018, the model starts from 7,823 raw EPLS records, representing 1.54 million 
weighted landlords, and retains 192,672 weighted landlords (12.5% of the raw weighted 
total). In 2021, 255,662 weighted landlords are retained (62.7% of the raw weighted 
total). In 2024, the retained sample is 252,905 weighted landlords (49.3% of the raw 
weighted total).

Across all three waves, average post-tax total returns remain positive. Mean post-tax 
total ROE was 7.11% in 2018, rising to 7.84% in 2021, before falling to 5.64% in 2024. 
Capital gains accounted for the majority of mean total post-tax returns in each wave, but 
their share has fallen, from around 69% in 2018 and 2021 to 58% in 2024, as house-price 
growth has slowed.

On a rental-income-only basis, the picture is markedly different. Mean post-tax rental ROE 
is much lower and considerably more stable: 2.27% in 2018, 2.46% in 2021, and 2.44% 
in 2024. Below-zero rental-return exposure is overwhelmingly a mortgaged-landlord 
phenomenon. In 2024, 4.92% of all landlords had below-zero post-tax rental ROE; this 
rose to 10.31% among fixed-rate mortgaged landlords and 19.19% among variable-rate 
landlords. The corresponding tenancy-weighted exposures are higher again: 10.21%, 
14.61%, and 26.98% respectively. Unencumbered landlords had 0.00% below-zero rental 
ROE exposure in all three waves.3

Two analytical points follow from this. First, below-zero rental-return exposure is primarily 
a problem of mortgaged ownership rather than a sector-wide average-return issue. Second, 
tenancy-weighted shares routinely exceed landlord-weighted shares, meaning that 
landlords with below-zero post-tax rental ROE hold a disproportionate share of tenancies.

	↳ 2.2 Forward calibration to 2031
Forward projections uprate the 2024 EPLS sample using OBR March 2026 paths, applied 
sequentially to simulate the evolution of the current population without behavioural 
modelling.

3	 Mortgaged single-property landlords are not represented in the underlying EPLS 2024. While 
the EPLS 2024 dataset contains single-property landlords flagged as having a mortgage, their debt-
band values are missing. Since the model framework requires a positive debt band for mortgaged rows, 
these landlords are filtered out during data preparation. This means the “1 only” band in the portfolio-
size exposure (see 3.4) reflects only unencumbered landlords, and the mortgaged analytical results are 
therefore biased toward multi-property landlords.



The Autonomy Institute

17

Parameter 2024–25 
base 2025–26 2026–27 2027–28 2028–29 2029–30 2030–31

PRPI rent 
multiplier 1.00 1.05 1.08 1.11 1.13 1.15 1.18

HPI / value 
multiplier 1.00 1.02 1.05 1.08 1.11 1.14 1.16

AWE earnings 
multiplier 1.00 1.05 1.08 1.10 1.13 1.15 1.18

Operating cost 
rate (CPI) 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.29

 
Table 2. Macro-uprating assumptions by model year. Values are cumulative multipliers 
from the 2025 forward-start model across 2024/25 base to 2030/31. Source: Autonomy 
calculations using OBR March 2026 paths.

Baseline rents are uprated using the PRPI rent multiplier; alternative rent-control paths 
use separate multipliers reported in section 2.5. Property values and outstanding debt are 
uprated using the cumulative HPI multiplier so that loan-to-value ratios are preserved, 
with equity recalculated as property value minus debt. Non-property income is uprated 
using AWE growth before tax attribution. Operating costs are updated using the forward 
operating-cost rate. These macroeconomic parameters are common across the analysis; 
the mortgage-interest assumptions used in the central calibration are defined in section 
2.3.

	↳ 2.3 Central mortgage-interest calibration

The report uses one central mortgage-interest calibration throughout. Fixed rates are five-
year averages over representative mortgage-vintage windows assigned by LTV band,4 while 
variable rates follow the corresponding OBR Bank Rate directly.5

This choice is intended to keep the report analytically consistent rather than to claim 
precision about future mortgage pricing. Mortgage rates will depend on gilt yields, lenders’ 
funding costs, inflation expectations, and the future Bank Rate path. In the model, the 
calibration affects interest costs only: higher assumed rates raise interest costs, lower 
post-tax rental ROE, and increase below-zero exposure.

4	 Because EPLS does not observe loan origination dates, the model uses LTV as a proxy for 
mortgage vintage: ≤50% LTV represents older debt, 50–75% intermediate debt, and >75% more recent 
debt. For projection year (N), rates average the BTL series over (N-10) to (N-6), (N-8) to (N-4), and (N-4) 
to (N), respectively. The historical BTL fixed-rate series is used through 2025. For later years, the rate 
equals the OBR average mortgage rate multiplied by 1.046, a 4.6% proportional premium estimated 
from 2022–24 data, not a 4.602 percentage-point addition. This represents staggered rollover rather 
than modelling refinancing behaviour. For more details on the LTV method see the Phase 1 report The 
Property Premium.
5	 The variable-rate assumptions are 4.0% in 2026, 3.4% in 2027, 3.5% in 2028, 3.6% in 2029, 
3.8% in 2030, and 3.9% in 2031. The EPLS mortgage-type response is used where available; mixed or 
ambiguous mortgaged records are split using the 2024 FCA MLAR shares: 79.47% fixed and 20.53% 
variable. For more details on the mortgage types in the EPLS 2024 see the Phase 1 report The Property 
Premium.

https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-landlord-profits-in-england/
https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-landlord-profits-in-england/
https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-landlord-profits-in-england/
https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-landlord-profits-in-england/
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Fixed-rate tier 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Low-LTV fixed rate 2.5% 2.4% 2.6% 3.1% 3.5% 3.9%

Mid-LTV fixed rate 2.6% 3.1% 3.5% 3.9% 4.3% 4.6%

High-LTV fixed rate 4.3% 4.6% 4.5% 4.5% 4.7% 4.8%

 
Table 3. Fixed mortgage-rate assumptions by model year and LTV band. Source: Autonomy 
calculations using OBR March 2026 macro paths, FCA MLAR mortgage-share inputs, and the 
model’s LTV-vintage roll-forward.

	↳ 2.4 The tax engine

After the macro uprating step and the application of mortgage interest, tax is calculated 
using an earnings-first attribution rule. Non-property earnings, uprated by OBR AWE 
projections, are taxed first and fill available allowances and tax bands before rental income 
is added. Rental profit is then taxed at marginal rates, after rent, operating costs, and 
mortgage-interest treatment are applied. The treatment of Section 24 depends on the 
scenario:

	↳ Baseline: the current restriction remains in place, with mortgage interest receiving 
only the basic-rate credit.

	↳ Static reversal scenarios: full deductibility is restored at the 2031 endpoint.

	↳ Dynamic reversal scenarios: deductibility is restored gradually: 20% in 2026, 40% 
in 2027, 60% in 2028, 80% in 2029, and 100% in 2030 and 2031.

Rental income does not currently attract National Insurance Contributions. NICs are 
therefore modelled as a hypothetical policy option, under two alternative specifications, 
both charged only on positive rental profit (a landlord with no taxable rental profit pays 
neither):

	↳ The combined employer-and-employee (ER+EE) specification is the main 
scenario in this report. It treats rental profit like employment income, which 
carries two charges. There is no real employer here; the term simply describes 
the fuller-incidence option: an employer-side charge (15% above the £5,000 
secondary threshold) is applied first and deducted, after which income tax and 
the employee-side charge (8% on basic-rate income, 2% above the higher-rate 
threshold) fall on the remainder.

	↳ Class 4 NICs are the sensitivity comparison. They treat rental profit like self-
employment income, applying the Class 4 schedule (6% on profit between the 
lower and upper profit limits, £12,570 and £50,270 in 2025/26, and 2% above) as 
a post-processing step on the core tax engine.
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The rates and thresholds, as applied in the model, are: 

Charge Rate Applied to Threshold 

Class 4 (self-
employment)

6% main / 2% 
upper

rental profit £12,570 lower, £50,270 
upper profit limit

Employer (ER) 15% rental profit above the £5,000 
secondary threshold

Employee (EE) 8% basic / 2% 
higher

profit net of the 
ER charge

applied on the income-
tax basic-/higher-rate 
bands

 
These are the statutory headline rates for 2025/26 and 2026/27, applied as a stylised 
scenario rather than current-law payroll treatment; in the model the employee charge 
is applied on the income-tax bands rather than the separate Class 1 payroll thresholds. 
ER+EE is the heavier of the two and reduces post-tax rental ROE further than Class 4 
(see section 3.2 and Table 15, where Class 4 is shown as the sensitivity alongside the 
ER+EE main scenario). Because both bite only on positive rental profit, neither changes 
the landlord or tenancy below-zero shares at the 2031 static endpoint in the reported 
scenarios; in the dynamic path the heavier ER+EE charge can temporarily raise below-zero 
tenancy exposure in earlier years before converging by 2031.

Both NICs treatments are applied only to individual-landlord rows. Corporate landlords 
remain on the corporation-tax treatment and receive no Class 4 or ER+EE NICs liability in 
the model. 

	↳ 2.5 The shock schema

The shock framework separates rent paths from policy and financing shocks. A rent path 
defines how gross rent is uprated from the forward-start model to the 2031 endpoint. A 
shock step is an additional policy or financing change applied sequentially after the rent 
path is fixed.

Three controlled rent paths replace, not subtract from, the baseline/ PRPI uprating, and 
each first diverges from the baseline/ PRPI path in 2027/28: 

	↳ CPI rent path: rents uprated by CPI from 2027/28, representing a CPI cap under a 
full rent-maximisation assumption in which all landlords uprate to the CPI ceiling 
each year.

	↳ Freeze rent path: a hard nominal freeze from 2027/28, with rents anchored at the 
2027 level and no behavioural offset.

	↳ Moderate rent path: whereby in-tenancy increases are capped at CPI and 
between-tenancy increases are capped at CPI+2%, introduced from 2027/28. The 
model applies aggregate annual rent-growth assumptions of +1.2% in 2027/28 
and +1.1% per year in 2028/29 to 2030/31.
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Each rent path carries the same conditional fiscal-policy shocks applied sequentially: 
Section 24 reversal, ER+EE NICs as the main specification, and Class 4 NICs as the 
sensitivity.  

Scenario Rent path Section 24 NICs

2031 macro baseline Baseline No None

CPI rent path CPI No None

CPI + Section 24 CPI Yes None

CPI + Section 24 + Class 4 NICs CPI Yes Class 4

CPI + Section 24 + ER+EE NICs CPI Yes ER+EE

Freeze rent path Freeze No None

Freeze + Section 24 Freeze Yes None

Freeze + Section 24 + Class 4 NICs Freeze Yes Class 4

Freeze + Section 24 + ER+EE NICs Freeze Yes ER+EE

Moderate  rent path Moderate No None

Moderate rent path + Section 24 Moderate Yes None

Moderate rent path + Section 24 + Class 
4 NICs

Moderate Yes Class 4

Moderate rent path + Section 24 + 
ER+EE NICs

Moderate Yes ER+EE

 
Table 4. Scenario schema used in this report. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF 
Landlord Model.

	↳ 2.6 Static and dynamic dimensions

There are two analytical dimensions to the analysis.

Static shocks are single, point-in-time evaluations. The 2025 forward-start sample is 
projected to the 2031 endpoint using the OBR paths, after which the relevant rent path 
and policy steps are applied at that endpoint and compared directly against the 2024 
EPLS baseline. Static decompositions are reported as stepwise marginal changes along a 
fixed scenario ladder (rent path, then Section 24 reversal, then ER+EE NICs as the main 
scenario, with Class 4 as a sensitivity). Marginal effects represent the contribution of each 
policy step conditional on the preceding steps. Each marginal contribution is computed as 
the difference between adjacent cumulative scenario levels, not as an isolated standalone 
shock estimate.

Dynamic shocks are continuous, year-by-year trajectories. The 2025 forward-start 
model is updated annually from 2026 to 2031, with each year drawing on year-specific 
assumptions for rents, property values, earnings, operating costs, and mortgage interest 
rates. The dynamic specification is used in this report specifically to model the gradual 
restoration of Section 24 mortgage-interest deductibility, which cannot sensibly be 
represented as a single endpoint change.
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Model 
year

Fiscal 
year Baseline CPI Freeze Moderate

Section 24 
deductible 
share

2026 2025/26 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 20%

2027 2026/27 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 40%

2028 2027/28 1.11 1.10 1.08 1.09 60%

2029 2028/29 1.13 1.13 1.08 1.11 80%

2030 2029/30 1.15 1.15 1.08 1.12 100%

2031 2030/31 1.18 1.17 1.08 1.13 100%

 
Table 5. Dynamic annual rent-path multipliers (cumulative from the forward-start model) 
and the Section 24 phase-in. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

A static-versus-dynamic consistency check confirms that the static 2031 endpoint equals 
the dynamic 2031 outputs across all scenario rows.

	↳ 2.7 Capital-gains treatment

Capital gains are modelled separately from rental ROE, as an additive total-return 
component. The forward method uses UK national HPI rates only; regional projections 
were judged insufficiently robust for this analysis. Cumulative HPI uprates property value, 
debt, and equity while preserving LTV; the resulting capital-gains component is then added 
to annual ROE.

Forward capital-gains rates are calculated from an 8-year rolling geometric mean of 
OBR HPI growth. Tax treatment uses a separate 20-year holding-period assumption 
and distinguishes individual basic-rate, individual higher-rate, and corporate landlords. 
Both the 8-year value window and the 20-year holding period are aligned with Phase 1 
methodology. The reported total-return measure throughout is post-tax ROE with post-tax 
capital gains and is the measure used in report tables and below-zero thresholds. The table 
below summarises the forward-year post-tax capital-gains rates by landlord tax group and 
their weighted average. The reported total-return summary is drawn from the consolidated 
capital-gains summary used in the JRF Landlord Model results.
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Dynamic 
model year

Basic-rate 
individual 
post-tax CG 
(%)

Higher-rate 
individual 
post-tax CG 
(%)

Company/
corporate post-
tax CG (%)

Weighted 
average post-
tax capital-
gains rate (%)

2026 3.16 3.02 3.06 3.09

2027 3.19 3.05 3.09 3.12

2028 3.41 3.26 3.30 3.34

2029 3.21 3.07 3.12 3.15

2030 2.56 2.45 2.49 2.51

2031 1.90 1.82 1.85 1.86

 
Table 6. Capital-gains rates by model year and weighted average post-tax capital-gains rate. 
Source: Autonomy analysis using the model’s year-specific capital-gains assumptions and 
consolidated capital-gains summary.

The weighted average post-tax capital-gains rate summarises the year-specific post-tax 
house-price gain assumption across landlord tax groups. It should not be read as the exact 
amount added to total-return ROE in every scenario; the scenario-level total-return results 
are reported separately in Table 13.

In the central forward specification, post-tax capital gains decline over the projection as 
the OBR HPI path slows; the primary total-return comparison is reported later in Table 13. 
The report uses central UK-national capital-gains rates only. No alternative house-price-
growth sensitivity is included in this draft (see Appendix A.1). The total-return material 
is drawn from the consolidated capital-gains summaries used in the JRF Landlord Model 
results.
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Static scenario 
results
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Static scenario results

	↳ 3.1 Static analysis

Static analysis projects the 2024 EPLS to the FY 2030/31 endpoint under OBR March 
2026 paths and then applies endpoint shocks. Headline metrics are mean post-tax rental 
ROE, the landlord below-zero share, and the tenancy below-zero share (the latter being a 
tenancy-weighted measure of exposure to landlords with below-zero post-tax rental ROE).

Term Description

2024 EPLS baseline Observed 2024 EPLS model baseline level.

2031 macro baseline Forward OBR uprating from the 2024 EPLS baseline to the 2031 
endpoint.

CPI Rent Control Path Rents grow with CPI rather than baseline PRPI.

Nominal Rent Freeze 
Path

Rents anchored at the 2027 level.

Moderate rent path In-tenancy increases capped at CPI and between-tenancy 
increases capped at CPI+2%, introduced from 2027/28; 
aggregate growth +1.2% in 2027/28, +1.1%/yr in 2028/29–
2030/31.

Section 24 reversal Full mortgage-interest deductibility restored at the static 
endpoint.

Class 4 NICs Self-employment NICs (6%/2% Class 4 schedule) applied to 
positive rental profit.

ER+EE NICs (main 
scenario)

Combined NIC specification in which employer NIC is first 
charged on positive taxable rental profit above the £5,000 
secondary threshold (15%), after which income tax and 
employee NIC (8%/2%) are calculated on the remaining net-of-
ER rental income.

Final scenario level Endpoint level after all selected policy steps.

Total percentage-
point change from 
2024 EPLS baseline

Final scenario level minus 2024 EPLS baseline; equals macro 
plus stepwise marginal effects.

 
Table 7. Static decomposition step legend.
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	↘ 3.1.1 Baseline comparison: 2024 versus 2031 
 

Reference Post-tax rental 
ROE

Landlord 
below-zero 
share

Tenancy below-
zero share

2024 EPLS baseline 
anchor 2.44% 4.92% 10.21%

2031 macro baseline 2.00% 9.93% 17.05%

 
Table 8. Headline baseline comparison. Values are percentage levels, not percentage-point 
marginal effects. Post-tax rental ROE excludes capital gains. The tenancy below-zero share 
is the tenancy-weighted share of tenancies attached to landlords with below-zero post-tax 
rental ROE. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

The 2031 macro baseline reflects the interaction of mortgage-interest costs, operating 
costs, and PRPI rent growth. These assumptions reduce post-tax rental ROE and increase 
below-zero shares relative to the 2024 EPLS baseline, particularly among mortgaged 
landlords with higher leverage.

	↘ 3.1.2 Stepwise decomposition: post-tax rental ROE

Table 9 decomposes the 2031-endpoint change in post-tax rental ROE into its successive 
policy components for each rent-path ladder.

Step CPI Freeze Moderate

2031 macro baseline 
(level)

2.00 2.00 2.00

Rent path −0.03 −0.36 −0.18

Section 24 reversal +0.19 +0.18 +0.18

Class 4 NICs −0.06 −0.04 −0.05

ER+EE NICs (main) −0.34 −0.29 −0.32

Final scenario level 
(ER+EE NICs)

1.81 1.52 1.68

Total change vs 2031 
baseline (ER+EE)

−0.19 −0.48 −0.32

Table 9. Stepwise decomposition of post-tax rental ROE (percentage points) under the CPI, 
freeze, and moderate ladders at the 2031 endpoint. The Class 4 and ER+EE NICs rows are 
mutually exclusive alternatives at the same point in the ladder; the final level and total 
change are shown for the ER+EE ladder (the main specification). Positive values increase 
post-tax rental ROE. Component steps may not sum exactly to the final level or total change 
due to rounding. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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	↘ 3.1.3 Stepwise decomposition: tenancy below-zero share

Table 10 applies the same stepwise decomposition to the tenancy below-zero share. 

Step CPI Freeze Moderate

2031 macro baseline 
(level)

17.05 17.05 17.05

Rent path +0.31 +3.39 +2.02

Section 24 reversal −4.88 −5.11 −4.91

NICs (Class 4 or 
ER+EE)

+0.00 +0.00 +0.00

Final scenario level 12.48 15.33 14.16

Total change vs 2031 
baseline

−4.57 −1.72 −2.89

 
Table 10. Stepwise decomposition of the tenancy below-zero share (percentage points) 
under the CPI, freeze, and moderate ladders at the 2031 endpoint. At the 2031 endpoint the 
tenancy below-zero share is invariant to the choice of NICs treatment (0.00pp under both 
Class 4 and ER+EE), so a single NICs row is shown. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF 
Landlord Model.

	↘ 3.1.4 Component summary

Averaging across each component’s applicable ladder or case set provides a compact view 
of its average marginal effect at the 2031 endpoint. 

Shock component
ROE 
marginal 
(pp)

Landlord 
below-zero 
marginal (pp)

Tenancy below-
zero marginal (pp)

Rent path −0.19 +1.77 +1.91

Section 24 reversal +0.18 −3.92 −4.97

Class 4 NICs −0.05 +0.00 +0.00

ER+EE NICs (main) −0.32 +0.00 +0.00

 
Table 11. Average stepwise marginal shock effect by component at the 2031 endpoint 
(percentage points), averaged across the CPI, freeze, and moderate ladders. “Rent path 
assumption” averages the first rent-path step; “Section 24 reversal” averages the incremental 
effect of adding Section 24 after each rent path. The two NICs rows are mutually exclusive 
alternatives, each averaging the incremental effect of adding that NICs treatment after 
Section 24. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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Section 24 reversal is the largest positive component for post-tax rental ROE across all 
three rent paths and the largest reducer of the below-zero shares. The two NICs treatments 
reduce average post-tax rental ROE by different amounts, about −0.05pp under Class 4 and 
−0.32pp under the heavier ER+EE alternative (the main specification), but neither moves 
the landlord or tenancy below-zero shares, because both charges fall only on positive 
rental profit.

This pattern is mechanical rather than contradictory. Table 10 shows the rent-path and 
Section 24 steps doing the boundary-crossing work that changes which landlords sit below 
or above zero, while Table 11 shows the NICs step acting only on positive rental profit. The 
endpoint reconciliation checks therefore line up with the reported tables: the NICs choice 
can change average ROE without materially worsening below-zero exposure at the static 
endpoint.

	↘ 3.1.5 Rental income paths: a four-paths overview

The rent-control scenarios impose different degrees of constraint on landlord income 
growth. All three controlled paths match the baseline/ PRPI baseline path through 
2026/27 and first diverge in 2027/28. The CPI path is the rent-maximising CPI-cap case: 
from 2027/28, landlords all uprate to the CPI ceiling, leaving the 2031 multiplier slightly 
below baseline(1.17 versus 1.18). The freeze path is the most constraining, holding rents 
at the 2027 level (1.08) through 2031 while operating and financing costs continue to rise. 
The moderate path uses the population-level averages and reaches 1.13 by 2031, between 
the freeze and CPI paths. It sits below the CPI path because the behavioural assumptions 
allow for fewer landlords maximising and lower tenancy turnover, even though the 
between-tenancy cap structure is nominally more generous.

Figure 1. Rent-path trajectories (rent-path multipliers): Baseline path, CPI, Freeze, and 
moderate rent-control path. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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	↘ 3.1.6 Static decomposition waterfalls

The following waterfall charts decompose, for each rent path, the stepwise movement in 
post-tax rental ROE from the 2024 EPLS baseline to the scenario endpoint. ER+EE NICs are 
the main scenario (bars); a marker shows the Class 4 sensitivity level at the same step and 
at the final scenario point.

Figure 2. Static decomposition of post-tax rental ROE for the CPI rent path. The waterfall 
traces the stepwise movement from the 2024 actual EPLS baseline (2.44%) through the 2031 
macro baseline, the CPI rent-path effect, the Section 24 reversal, and ER+EE NICs (main 
specification, bars). A grey marker shows the Class 4 NICs sensitivity level. The final scenario 
endpoint is 1.81% (ER+EE).
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Figure 3. Static decomposition of post-tax rental ROE for the nominal rent freeze path. The 
waterfall traces the stepwise movement from the 2024 actual EPLS baseline (2.44%) through 
the 2031 macro baseline, the freeze rent-path effect, the Section 24 reversal, and ER+EE 
NICs (main specification, bars). A grey marker shows the Class 4 NICs sensitivity level. The 
final scenario endpoint is 1.52% (ER+EE).
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Figure 4. Static decomposition of post-tax rental ROE for the moderate rent path. The 
waterfall traces the stepwise movement from the 2024 actual EPLS baseline (2.44%) through 
the 2031 macro baseline, the moderate rent-path effect, the Section 24 reversal, and ER+EE 
NICs (main specification, bars). A grey marker shows the Class 4 NICs sensitivity level. The 
final scenario endpoint is 1.68% (ER+EE).
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	↘ 3.1.7 Main static endpoint results
Table 12 reports the main static rental endpoint scenarios, with ER+EE NICs as the primary 
specification and Class 4 as the sensitivity. Table 13 is the primary total-return comparison 
for the aggregate rows; it is not a full one-for-one mirror of Table 12.

Scenario
Post-tax 
rental ROE 
(%)

Tenancy below-
zero (%)

Landlord 
below-zero 
(%)

2031 macro baseline 2.00 17.05 9.93

CPI rent path 1.96 17.36 10.35

Freeze rent path 1.63 20.44 13.10

Moderate rent path 1.82 19.08 11.65

CPI + Section 24 2.15 12.48 6.80

Freeze + Section 24 1.81 15.33 9.05

Moderate + Section 24 2.00 14.16 7.50

CPI + Section 24 + NICs (Class 4) 2.10 12.48 6.80

CPI + Section 24 + NICs (ER+EE) 1.81 12.48 6.80

Freeze + Section 24 + NICs (Class 4) 1.77 15.33 9.05

Freeze + Section 24 + NICs (ER+EE) 1.52 15.33 9.05

Moderate + Section 24 + NICs (Class 4) 1.95 14.16 7.50

Moderate + Section 24 + NICs (ER+EE) 1.68 14.16 7.50

Table 12. Main static endpoint results by scenario (central calibration). ER+EE NICs is the 
main specification; Class 4 is the sensitivity. Post-tax rental ROE excludes capital gains. 
Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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Scenario Rental 
ROE (%)

Total-return 
ROE (%)

Rental tenancy 
below-zero (%)

Total-return 
tenancy 
below-zero 
(%)

2031 macro 
baseline

2.00 3.85 17.05 9.03

CPI + Section 24 2.15 4.01 12.48 7.28

Freeze + Section 
24

1.81 3.67 15.33 9.23

Moderate + 
Section 24

2.00 3.86 14.16 7.41

CPI + Section 24 + 
ER+EE NICs

1.81 3.67 12.48 7.28

Freeze + Section 
24 + ER+EE NICs

1.52 3.38 15.33 9.23

Moderate + 
Section 24 + 
ER+EE NICs

1.68 3.54 14.16 7.41

Table 13. Primary total-return comparison at the 2031 endpoint (central UK-national capital-
gains basis only). The table uses the aggregate summary and reports only the rows available 
in the aggregate source; it is not a full one-for-one mirror of Table 12. Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

	↘ 3.1.8 Tax and profitability mechanics

Tax burden in this section is measured as total tax relative to gross rent, rather than as 
an absolute tax bill. Net profitability is post-tax rental return relative to gross rent. Both 
measures use landlord survey weights and exclude capital gains.



The Autonomy Institute

33

Figure 5. Tax burden (total tax / gross rent) and net profitability (post-tax rental return / 
gross rent) by scenario, landlord-weighted, all landlords, 2031 endpoint. ER+EE NICs is the 
main NICs specification; the Class 4 sensitivity is discussed in section 3.2. Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

Figure 6. Net return: percentage change versus the 2031 macro baseline, by landlord scope 
(mortgaged and unencumbered). Scenarios show the Section 24 reversal and ER+EE NICs 
endpoints across the CPI, freeze, and moderate rent paths. Rate-stress rows are not included. 
Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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	↘ 3.1.8.1 Tax burden under EPLS and income-band grossing
Table 14 consolidates the Figure 5 above tax-burden series with the individual-landlord 
fiscal-grossing comparison. The Figure 5 column reports the all-owner-types tax burden 
used in the chart. The raw-EPLS-weight and Central columns restrict to individual landlords 
because the central income-band fiscal-grossing method is defined for individual-landlord 
grossing. The table therefore compares tax-burden ratios across two populations: all owner 
types for the Figure 5 series, and individual landlords for the fiscal-grossing comparison.

Scenario
Figure 5, 
all owners 
(%)

Raw EPLS 
weights, 
individuals (%)

Central 
income-band, 
individuals (%)

2031 macro baseline 19.74 21.72 19.20

CPI rent path 19.63 21.60 20.74

CPI rent path + Section 24 reversal 16.05 17.40 17.28

CPI rent path + Section 24 + ER+EE NICs 21.10 23.33 23.47

Nominal rent freeze path 18.48 20.39 19.42

Nominal rent freeze path + Section 24 
reversal

14.85 16.11 16.20

Nominal rent freeze path + Section 24 + 
ER+EE NICs

19.53 21.62 22.16

Moderate rent path 19.13 21.08 19.95

Moderate rent path + Section 24 reversal 15.53 16.84 16.80

Moderate rent path + Section 24 + ER+EE 
NICs

20.42 22.59 23.05

Table 14. Tax burden by scenario under the Figure 5 all-owner-types series and the 
individual-landlord fiscal-grossing bases. Tax burden is total tax relative to gross rent. The 
raw-EPLS-weight column uses unadjusted EPLS weights; the Central column uses HMRC 
income-band-calibrated weights. The raw-EPLS-weight and Central columns are individual-
landlord-only and are therefore not direct replacements for the all-owner-types Figure 5 
column. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

Detailed analysis regarding the impact on fiscal and monetary levels, alongside full 
calculations, is available in Appendix B.
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	↘ 3.1.9 Distributional impacts: ROE spread and tier distribution

Headline averages hide how unevenly post-tax rental ROE is distributed across landlords. 
Figure 7 shows the proportion of landlords falling into each profitability band under the 
2031 baseline and three policy scenarios. 

Figure 7. Post-tax rental ROE by profitability tier. Bars show the share of landlords in each 
post-tax ROE band in 2031. The baseline bar shows the macro-only 2031 scenario. The 
three policy bars show CPI-linked rents, a rent freeze, and moderate rent control, each with 
Section 24 relief and employer plus employee NICs. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF 
Landlord Model.

The average ROE results should also be read alongside the distributional spread. Figure 
8 shows how post-tax rental ROE varies across landlords under the same 2031 baseline 
and policy endpoints. Appendix F, Figure F1 presents a complementary histogram and 
smoothed distribution-curve breakdown by landlord type, rather than a percentile boxplot, 
distinguishing mortgaged individual, unencumbered individual, and corporate landlords.
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Figure 8. Percentile spread of post-tax rental ROE. Percentiles shown are p5, p25, p50, 
p75, and p95. Landlord-weighted; all landlords; 2031 endpoint. Scenarios shown are the 
2031 macro baseline and the CPII-linked rents, nominal freeze, and moderate  rent control 
endpoints , each combined with Section 24 relief and employer plus employee NICs. Source: 
Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

	↳ 3.2 National Insurance: Class 4 versus combined 
employer-and-employee NICs

The model compares two ways of applying National Insurance to landlord property income. 
Rental income is not currently NIC-liable, so both are hypothetical options (see section 
2.4). The combined employer-and-employee (ER+EE) specification is the main scenario 
in this report. An employer-side charge (15% above the £5,000 secondary threshold) is 
first applied to positive taxable rental profit; that amount is then deducted before income 
tax and the employee-side charge (8% on basic-rate income, 2% above the higher-rate 
threshold) are calculated on the remainder. Class 4 NICs are the sensitivity comparison: 
positive rental profit is charged at the Class 4 schedule (6% main rate, 2% upper rate). 
Both specifications are applied only where rental profit is positive, so a landlord with no 
taxable rental profit pays neither.

At the 2031 static endpoint, the two treatments diverge on the level of post-tax rental ROE 
but not on the breakeven counts. ER+EE, the main specification, is the heavier burden, 
reducing post-tax rental ROE by 0.25 to 0.29 percentage points relative to Class 4 across 
the S24-reversal scenarios. The below-zero shares, by contrast, are unchanged between 
the two treatments; the landlord and tenancy below-zero deltas are zero to four decimal 
places in every scenario. This is a mechanical consequence of how NICs are levied: 
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because both charges fall only on positive rental profit, they cannot push a landlord who is 
already below breakeven any lower, and the additional ER+EE burden is not large enough 
to move any above-breakeven landlord across the zero line. The choice of NICs treatment 
therefore changes the average return but not the distribution of distress.

Rent path Class 4 ROE (%) ER+EE ROE 
(%)

ROE delta 
(pp)

Landlord <0 
(%)

Tenancy 
<0 (%)

CPI + S24 2.10 1.81 −0.29 6.80 12.48

Freeze + S24 1.77 1.52 −0.25 9.05 15.33

Moderate + 
S24

1.95 1.68 −0.27 7.50 14.16

 
Table 15. NICs comparison: ER+EE (main) versus Class 4 (sensitivity), post-tax rental ROE 
and below-zero shares (central calibration, 2031 endpoint, S24-reversal scenarios). The 
landlord and tenancy below-zero shares are identical under the two NICs treatments. Source: 
Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

The static decomposition waterfalls (section 3.1.6) show the ER+EE bars with the Class 
4 marker. Table 15 gives the full numerical comparison across the main NICs-bearing 
scenarios.

Figure 9. NICs comparison across the CPI, freeze, and moderate rent paths: ER+EE NICs 
(main) and Class 4 NICs (sensitivity) shown as side-by-side bars. Source: Autonomy analysis 
using the JRF Landlord Model.
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	↳ 3.3 Regional highlights

Post-tax rental ROE and tenancy below-zero exposure vary across England’s nine regions, 
but the directional pattern of policy effects found at the national level is consistent across 
all regions: the Section 24 reversal improves landlord returns everywhere, a rent freeze 
worsens them, and employer+employee NICs on rental income partially offsets the fiscal 
cost.

Scenario NE NW Yorks E Mids W Mids East London SE SW

2031 macro baseline 2.74 2.12 2.57 2.03 2.31 1.86 1.38 2.08 2.08

+ S24 reversal (CPI) 2.83 2.3 2.7 2.16 2.44 2.01 1.59 2.23 2.21

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(CPI)

2.4 1.94 2.32 1.84 2.05 1.68 1.3 1.88 1.85

+ S24 reversal 
(Freeze)

2.43 1.91 2.3 1.84 2.06 1.69 1.3 1.89 1.87

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Freeze)

2.07 1.61 1.98 1.58 1.73 1.41 1.04 1.59 1.57

+ S24 reversal 
(Moderare)

2.66 2.12 2.52 2.02 2.27 1.87 1.46 2.08 2.06

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Moderate)

2.25 1.79 2.17 1.73 1.91 1.56 1.18 1.75 1.73

Table 16. Post-tax rental ROE (%) by England region, selected scenarios (2031 endpoint, 
central calibration). Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model. All figures 
use the corrected 2024 EPLS tenancy weights. Small-cell suppression: cells with fewer than 
30 unweighted observations are suppressed; cells with 30 to 99 observations are flagged as 
indicative. See Table 17 for the matching tenancy below-zero comparison, Table 18 for the 
owner-type regional comparison, and Appendix E for the full 13-scenario regional matrices.

Across the headline scenarios shown above, London has the lowest post-tax rental ROE 
(1.04 to 1.59%) and the highest tenancy below-zero share (around 21.2 to 27.3%, rising 
to around 30.6% under the rent-freeze-only path in the full matrix in Appendix E). The 
North East has the highest ROE across the headline scenarios (2.07 to 2.83%). Table 17 
shows the matching tenancy below-zero comparison, and Table 18 shows the owner-type 
comparison. Appendix E retains the full 13-scenario regional matrices.
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Scenario NE NW Yorks E Mids W Mids East London SE SW

2031 macro baseline 9.26 11.6 12.06 15.46 10.25 11.33 27.27 18.7 16.59

+ S24 reversal (CPI) 5.19 8.33 10.95 11.69 8.32 6.61 21.16 12.17 10.95

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs (CPI) 5.19 8.33 10.95 11.69 8.32 6.61 21.16 12.17 10.95

+ S24 reversal (Freeze) 7.82 11.13 11.83 13.57 9.29 12.61 24.41 14.81 14.94

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs (Freeze) 7.82 11.13 11.83 13.57 9.29 12.61 24.41 14.81 14.94

+ S24 reversal (Moderate) 6.47 10.26 11.32 12.44 8.64 11.03 23.01 13.4 13.66

+ S24 + ER+EE NICs (Moderate) 6.47 10.26 11.32 12.44 8.64 11.03 23.01 13.4 13.66

Table 17. Tenancy below-zero share (%) by England region, selected scenarios (2031 
endpoint, central calibration). Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model. All 
figures use the corrected 2024 EPLS tenancy weights. No suppression or indicative markers 
are needed because all cells in the all-owner regional tenancy matrix have n >= 241.

Owner type / scenario NE NW Yorks E Mids W Mids East London SE SW

Individual — 2031 macro baseline 2.74 2.06 2.52 1.92 2.33 1.92 1.45 1.98 2.1

Corporate — 2031 macro baseline – 2.82† 3.03† 3.61† 2.07† 1.15† 0.41 3.94† 1.77†

Individual — + S24 reversal (CPI) 2.84 2.25 2.67 2.06 2.48 2.08 1.67 2.14 2.23

Corporate — + S24 reversal (CPI) – 2.76† 2.96† 3.56† 2.02† 1.11† 0.35 3.87† 1.71†

Individual — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(CPI)

2.38 1.86 2.26 1.73 2.06 1.72 1.36 1.77 1.86

Corporate — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(CPI)

– 2.76† 2.96† 3.56† 2.02† 1.11† 0.35 3.87† 1.71†

Individual — + S24 reversal 
(Freeze)

2.44 1.88 2.31 1.76 2.12 1.77 1.39 1.82 1.91

Corporate — + S24 reversal 
(Freeze)

– 2.17† 2.29† 3.03† 1.44† 0.66† -0.15 3.21† 1.18†

Individual — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Freeze)

2.06 1.55 1.96 1.48 1.75 1.47 1.12 1.5 1.59

Corporate — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Freeze)

– 2.17† 2.29† 3.03† 1.44† 0.66† -0.15 3.21† 1.18†

Individual — + S24 reversal 
(Moderate)

2.66 2.09 2.51 1.93 2.32 1.94 1.55 2 2.09

Corporate — + S24 reversal 
(Moderate)

– 2.5† 2.66† 3.33† 1.76† 0.91† 0.13 3.58† 1.48†

Individual — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Moderate)

2.24 1.72 2.13 1.62 1.92 1.61 1.26 1.65 1.74

Corporate — + S24 + ER+EE NICs 
(Moderate)

– 2.5† 2.66† 3.33† 1.76† 0.91† 0.13 3.58† 1.48†

Table 18. Post-tax rental ROE (%) by England region and owner type, selected scenarios 
(2031 endpoint, central calibration). Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord 
Model, with row-count checks applied to the owner-type breakdown. Corporate cells: North 
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East suppressed (n=16, shown as suppressed); North West, Yorkshire and The Humber, East 
Midlands, West Midlands, East of England, South East, and South West are indicative (30 <= 
n < 100, shown with †); London is published without marker (n=104). Individual rows are 
fully publishable without markers.

The owner-type pattern is stable across the selected scenarios: individual rows are 
unmarked throughout, the North East corporate cell is suppressed, the remaining corporate 
cells are indicative where 30 <= n < 100, and London is unflagged at n=104. The selected 
owner-type scenarios shown in Table 18 cover the main policy packages. Full corporate 
regional matrices are available in the full regional output tables and are subject to 
suppression in several regions (North East suppressed; North West, Yorkshire, East and 
West Midlands, East of England, South East, South West indicative).

	↳ 3.4 Portfolio size
Post-tax rental ROE and below-zero exposure vary sharply by portfolio size. The smallest 
portfolio-size band (1 property) has unencumbered or low-leverage positions and sustains 
positive returns under nearly all scenarios. Below-zero exposure rises across the published 
bands, with band 5 (25 to 100 properties) showing the highest below-zero tenancy share 
among publishable bands. However, mid-size bands (bands 2 to 4) hold more weighted 
tenancies and therefore make a larger contribution to the tenancy-weighted national 
figures. The highest observed portfolio-size band (more than 100 properties) is suppressed 
because n < 30, so the portfolio results should be read as indicative of gradients across 
publishable bands rather than as a definitive statement about the largest landlords.
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Scenario Metric Band 1 
(1 prop.)

Band 
2 (2–4 
props.)

Band 
3 (5–9 
props.)

Band 
4 (10–24 
props.)

Band  
5 (25–100 
props.)

Baseline ROE (%) 2.47 1.84 2.10 1.28 −2.38

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 13.1 14.0 27.8 45.1

CPI + S24 ROE (%) 2.45 2.05 2.40 1.58 −1.96

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 9.0 8.7 18.2 41.6

CPI + S24 + 
ER+EE

ROE (%) 2.08 1.71 2.03 1.33 −2.09

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 9.0 8.7 18.2 41.6

Freeze + S24 ROE (%) 2.20 1.68 1.99 1.15 −2.54

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 11.8 11.3 24.5 43.7

Freeze + S24 
+ ER+EE

ROE (%) 1.89 1.39 1.68 0.94 −2.65

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 11.8 11.3 24.5 43.7

Moderate + 
S24

ROE (%) 2.34 1.89 2.22 1.39 −2.22

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 9.7 9.7 24.0 43.7

Moderate + 
S24 + ER+EE

ROE (%) 2.00 1.57 1.87 1.16 −2.34

Tenancy below-zero (%) 0.0 9.7 9.7 24.0 43.7

Table 19. Portfolio-size breakdown, selected scenarios (2031 endpoint, central calibration). 
Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model. Portfolio-size bands follow the 
EPLS portfolio-size classification: band 1 = 1 property only; band 2 = 2 to 4 properties; band 
3 = 5 to 9 properties; band 4 = 10 to 24 properties; band 5 = 25 to 100 properties. Band 
6 (more than 100 properties, n=11) and the unknown/missing band (n=1) are suppressed 
because n < 30. Cells with n 30 to 99 are flagged indicative in the full data tables. No 
suppressed or indicative values are published here as standalone findings.

By owner type, the aggregate owner-type comparison shows lower post-tax rental ROE 
for individual landlords than for corporate landlords (corporate landlords are not subject 
to Section 24 and face corporation tax rather than income tax on rental profits). However, 
corporates account for only around 10% of the weighted retained model sample and 
the corporate-landlord regional breakdown is subject to small-cell suppression in some 
regions. The full owner-type comparison is shown in Table 18.
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Dynamic scenarios

	↳ 4.1 Dynamic baseline trajectory and Section 24 phase-in

The dynamic specification updates the model year by year from 2026 to 2031, and is used 
to trace the gradual restoration of Section 24 mortgage-interest deductibility. The baseline 
trajectory shows post-tax rental ROE declining steadily from 2026 to 2031 as later-year 
mortgage rates feed through, with the landlord and tenancy below-zero shares broadly 
rising.

Year
Post-tax rental ROE 
(%)

Landlord below-zero 
(%)

Tenancy below-zero 
(%)

2026 2.56 3.84 9.16

2027 2.53 3.71 9.46

2028 2.42 5.37 11.35

2029 2.24 6.67 12.89

2030 2.10 8.28 15.09

2031 2.00 9.93 17.05

Table 20. Baseline dynamic rental-return outcomes by year (central calibration, percentage 
levels). Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

Figure 10. Baseline dynamic trajectory, 2026 to 2031 (central calibration): post-tax rental 
ROE (left axis) and the landlord and tenancy below-zero shares (right axis). Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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	↘ 4.1.1 Section 24 effect on post-tax rental ROE

Rent 
path 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

CPI +0.03 +0.06 +0.09 +0.13 +0.17 +0.19

Freeze +0.03 +0.06 +0.09 +0.13 +0.17 +0.18

Moderate +0.03 +0.06 +0.09 +0.13 +0.17 +0.18

Table 21. Dynamic Section 24 effect on post-tax rental ROE by rent path (central calibration; 
percentage-point differences versus the matching rent-path comparator without Section 24). 
Positive values indicate that gradual restoration of mortgage-interest deductibility increases 
post-tax rental ROE. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

The initial marginal effect is limited in 2026, when 20% of mortgage interest is restored as 
deductible. It increases as the deductible share rises, reaching a +0.18 to +0.19 percentage-
point increase in post-tax rental ROE by 2031.

	↘ 4.1.2 Section 24 effect on tenancy below-zero share

Rent path 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

CPI −0.32 −0.64 −1.35 −2.29 −3.94 −4.88

Freeze −0.32 −0.64 −1.45 −2.96 −4.91 −5.11

Moderate −0.32 −0.64 −1.41 −2.37 −3.88 −4.91

Table 22. Dynamic Section 24 effect on tenancy below-zero share by rent path (central 
calibration; percentage-point differences versus the matching rent-path comparator without 
Section 24). Negative values denote a reduction in below-zero exposure. Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

By 2031, the phase-in reduces tenancy below-zero exposure by between −4.88 (CPI) and 
−5.11 (freeze) percentage points across the rent paths. The reductions in tenancy below-
zero exposure differ from the landlord-weighted below-zero changes because landlords with 
below-zero post-tax rental ROE are unevenly distributed by portfolio size: where loss-making 
landlords hold larger portfolios, tenancy-weighted exposure changes more sharply than 
landlord-weighted exposure.
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	↘ 4.1.3 Path-by-path dynamic decompositions and NICs 
comparison

Figure 11. Dynamic decomposition: CPI rent path, 2026 to 2031. Source: Autonomy analysis 
using the JRF Landlord Model; ER+EE NICs is shown in column 1 and Class 4 NICs in column 
2.
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Figure 12. Dynamic decomposition: freeze rent path, 2026 to 2031. Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model; ER+EE NICs is shown in column 1 and Class 4 NICs in 
column 2.

Figure 13. Dynamic decomposition: Moderate rent path, 2026 to 2031. Source: Autonomy 
analysis using the JRF Landlord Model; ER+EE NICs is shown in column 1 and Class 4 NICs in 
column 2.
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Notes on policy design
 
The simulations are analytical rather than prescriptive, but several implications for policy 
design follow directly from the modelled results.

	↘ Restoring 
mortgage-interest 
deductibility is the strongest 
positive fiscal support lever 
modelled. 

Across the CPI, freeze, and moderate rent paths, the Section 24 reversal is the largest 
positive contributor to post-tax rental ROE (+0.18 to +0.19pp at the 2031 endpoint) and 
the largest reducer of the tenancy below-zero share (−4.9 to −5.1pp). However, this gain 
can be outweighed by adverse rent-path choices, especially a nominal rent freeze. For 
policymakers, this makes the tax treatment of mortgage interest the strongest supportive 
instrument available, but one that operates within the limits set by financing conditions and 
the chosen rent path.

	↘ Financing 
conditions amplify rent-path 
effects. 

Even within the main scenarios, rent-control design cannot be assessed in isolation from 
the financing environment: the same regulation produces very different distributional 
consequences depending on the path of mortgage rates.
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	↘ Design choices 
matter as much as policy 
choices. 

Among the controlled paths, the freeze produces the most severe outcome (rental ROE 
1.52% and tenancy below-zero 15.33% under the full freeze + Section 24 + ER+EE 
package), while the CPI path is least constraining (1.81% and 12.48%) and the moderate 
path sits between them (1.68% and 14.16%). The mechanism by which rents are 
constrained, a hard nominal freeze versus a CPI-linked or population-path approach, is 
itself a major driver of the below-zero share,of the headline “rent control” label.

 

	↘ Distributional 
exposure is concentrated. 

Tenancy-weighted below-zero shares routinely exceed landlord-weighted shares, and the 
largest increases concentrate among larger, more leveraged portfolios. For interpreting 
tenancy exposure, the relevant metric is tenancy-weighted risk rather than landlord 
counts: a relatively small number of larger, more leveraged portfolios account for a 
disproportionate share of the tenancies exposed to below-zero returns.

 

	↘ A caveat for 
interpretation.

These are first-round effects. The model holds house prices on the OBR path and does 
not capture second-order feedback (rate or rent-control effects on house-price growth, 
capital gains, or landlord behaviour). If anything, this means the more severe stress 
scenarios may understate the eventual impact. The results are best used to rank and size 
policy levers relative to one another, not as point forecasts of market outcomes.
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What would these rent control 
pathways mean for renters?

Having demonstrated the feasibility (in terms of landlord bottom lines) of three separate 
rent control pathways, this chapter demonstrates the potential savings to tenants that 
these rent control policies could achieve. Savings are measured against business as usual 
— the no-intervention path, in which market rents keep rising on the OBR's March 2026 
forecast for private rents (ONS Private Rental Prices Index, PRPI). Values are nominal, 
England only6. Business as usual is the zero line (the X axis) on every chart that follows.

As a reminder, the pathways modelled and utilised here are:

	↳ CPI inflation path — rents are uprated each year by CPI. This pathway is modelled 
as a worst case for tenants: the published cap acts as a target, and every landlord 
raises rents to it every year. Rents end 0.8% below business as usual by 2031.

	↳ Moderate rent-control path — a cap set at inflation for rent increases within a 
tenancy, and at inflation plus two percentage points where a tenancy changes 
hands. This reflects limited tenancy turnover and landlords raising by less than 
the cap allows, the model applies aggregate annual rent growth of 1.2% in the 
first year and 1.1% a year thereafter7. Rents end 4.1% below business as usual by 
2031.

	↳ Nominal freeze path — rents are held at their 2027 level in cash terms, with no 
annual uprating. This is the most constraining pathway, leaving rents 8.3% below 
business as usual by 2031.

In the plots that follow, we show the savings outcomes both in terms of the EPLS data but 
also in terms of the ONS's figure for average rent, for comparison. The ONS data produces 
data that indicates more drastic savings for renters, making our EPLS data assessment a 
more conservative approach.

The findings below show the significant savings that could accrue to renters from the same 
policies, in a time where a cost of living crisis is prevalent.

6	 All values are nominal and gross: no inflation adjustment, discounting, tax interaction, housing 
benefit offset or behavioural response is applied in this savings view. OBR, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, 
March 2026. Available at: https://obr.uk/efo/economic-and-fiscal-outlook-march-2026/ 
7	 Population-level average growth rates set out in Rebalancing the rental market, p. 18. They are 
total rent growth, not  increments above CPI — the cap is the ceiling, these are the assumed averages.

https://obr.uk/efo/economic-and-fiscal-outlook-march-2026/
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	↳ Method for calculating savings for tenants

We utilise a number of scenarios based on the analysis made in previous sections of this 
report.

Business as usual is the market path with no intervention and therefore represents no 
savings on rent (effectively this is X axis, or zero): rents are uprated each year by the ONS 
Private Rental Prices Index (PRPI) on the OBR’s March 2026 forecast, 2.3% in 2027/28 
then about 2% a year. 

Then we use the rent control pathways, as detailed in previous chapters:

	↳ CPI inflation path uprates rents by CPI, modelled as a worst case in  which every 
landlord uprates to the ceiling, ending 0.8% below in 2031.

	↳ Nominal freeze path holds rents at their 2027 level, the most constraining path, 
8.3% below; 

	↳ Moderate rent-control path the modelled rent growth path is 1.2%, then 1.1% a 
year, ending 4.1% below.

Within these, savings are computed twice: 

	↳ First using the EPLS method (solid): this divides the landlord-weighted rent 
difference across the 2024 English Private Landlord Survey by the deposit/tenancy 
proxy8;  

	↳ Second using the ONS average rent (dashed): this applies the same deltas to 
the observed ONS average England rent of £1,412 a month. ONS is 1.114× EPLS 
throughout, so the figures quoted here are the more conservative, by about 11%.9

8	 One live deposit is treated as approximately one tenancy. This is a proxy: joint tenancies, HMOs 
and no-deposit lets break the mapping in both directions.
9	 ONS, Price Index of Private Rents, 22 July 2026 edition. Available at: https://www.ons.gov.
uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/datasets/priceindexofprivaterentsukmonthlypricestatistics. The 
gap is a difference in the rent level each method is based on — EPLS portfolio income spread across a 
landlord's deposits, on the one hand, versus one observed market rent — not a disagreement about the 
effect of the policy.

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/datasets/priceindexofprivaterentsukmonthlypricestatistics
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices/datasets/priceindexofprivaterentsukmonthlypricestatistics
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	↳ Plots: 
 

Figure 1. England-wide aggregate saving, annual (left) and cumulative (right), all 4.2m live 
TDP deposits10, nominal £bn. Solid = EPLS, dashed = ONS.  To 2031 the freeze saves tenants 
£14.5bn cumulatively (£16.1bn on the ONS basis), moderate control £6.9bn (£7.7bn) and 
the CPI cap £1.1bn (£1.3bn); in 2031 alone, £6.0bn, £2.9bn and £0.5bn. The CPI cap’s 2029 
dip shows only in the annual panel.  Sources: The Autonomy Institute (2026); EPLS 2024; 
ONS PRPI (July 2026); OBR EFO (March 2026).

Annually, by 2031 the tenant population across England would be collectively saving: 

	→ With a rent freeze: £6bn

	→ With moderate rent control: £2.9bn

	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £500m

Cumulatively, over four years, the tenant population across England would have saved: 

	→ With a rent freeze: £14.55bn

	→ With moderate rent control: £6.9bn

	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £1.1bn

10	 The 4.2m base covers all protected deposits in England, including agent-registered tenancies, 
while the EPLS surveys direct landlords only.
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Figure 2. Saving per tenancy, annual (left) and cumulative (right), nominal £. Solid = EPLS 
weighted mean; dashed = ONS average-rent tenancy. Sources: as Figure 1.  Figure 1 is 
this figure multiplied by 4.2 million deposits, so the shapes are identical and only the units 
change. By 2031 a tenancy saves £1,418 a year under the freeze (£1,579 on the ONS basis), 
£701 under moderate control (£781) and £130 under the CPI cap (£144); cumulatively since 
2026, £3,452, £1,647 and £273. Sources: The Autonomy Institute (2026); EPLS 2024; ONS 
PRPI (July 2026); OBR EFO (March 2026).

By 2031, per tenancy, tenants would be annually saving: 

	→ With a rent freeze: £1,418

	→ With moderate rent control: £701

	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £130

Cumulatively, over four years, tenants would have annually saved, per tenancy: 

	→ With a rent freeze: £3,452

	→ With moderate rent control: £1,647

	→ With CPI inflation-tracked rent control: £273
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Glossary  

	↳ Core financial concepts 
 
Capital gains: Profits arising from increases in the value of an asset, here mainly increases 
in residential property values. Gross yield: Annual rental income divided by property value, 
before deducting costs. Home equity value: Property value minus outstanding mortgage 
debt; the denominator used in return-on-equity calculations. House Price Index (HPI): An 
index tracking changes in residential property values over time. Net yield: Annual rental 
income divided by property value after deducting operating costs and, where relevant, 
financing costs. Post-tax rental ROE: Return on equity from rental income after tax, 
excluding capital gains; the headline measure of short-run rental viability in this report. 
Return on Equity (ROE): A measure of profitability relative to the landlord’s equity in the 
property.

	↳ Data sources and institutions 
 
Bank of England Bank Rate: The policy interest rate set by the Bank of England, used to 
calibrate variable mortgage-rate assumptions. English Private Landlord Survey (EPLS): 
A national survey of landlords and letting agents in England; the main landlord-level 
microdata source. Mortgage Lending and Administration

Return (MLAR): FCA mortgage-market data used to estimate the proportion of fixed-rate 
and variable-rate buy-to-let mortgages. Financial Conduct Authority (FCA): The UK’s 
financial regulator; source of the MLAR mortgage-market data used to estimate fixed/
variable mortgage shares. Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR): The independent body 
that produces the UK’s official economic and fiscal forecasts; this report uses the OBR’s 
March 2026 Economic and Fiscal Outlook as the macroeconomic anchor. 

	↳ Forecasting variables and price indices 
 
Average Weekly Earnings (AWE): The official measure of growth in employees’ average 
pay, used to uprate landlords’ non-property income. Consumer Price Index (CPI): The 
official UK measure of consumer price inflation; used both as a rent-uprating path and an 
input for cost growth. Geometric mean: An averaging method suitable for growth rates, 
used to summarise OBR HPI growth over an 8-year rolling window. Macroeconomic paths: 
Projected trajectories for variables such as rents, house prices, earnings, and interest rates 
over the forecast horizon. Private Rental Prices Index (PRPI): The official ONS measure of 
changes in private rental prices paid by tenants in the UK.
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	↳ Headline outcome measures

Landlord below-zero share: The weighted share of landlords whose post-tax rental ROE 
is below zero. Mean post-tax rental ROE: The average post-tax return on equity from 
rental income, excluding capital gains. Tenancy below-zero share: The share of tenancies 
attached to landlords with below-zero post-tax rental ROE; this weights landlords by 
portfolio size, so larger portfolios carry more influence. 

	↳ Modelling approach

Central mortgage-interest calibration: The OBR-aligned mortgage-rate assumption set 
used throughout this report to project interest costs by LTV tier and mortgage-vintage 
window. Counterfactual: A “what if” comparison between a scenario where a policy is 
applied and an otherwise-identical scenario where it is not. Dynamic analysis: A year-
by-year projection from 2026 to 2031, used to model gradual policy changes over time. 
Microdata: Individual-level data records, here landlord-level survey responses, rather 
than aggregated statistics. Monetary policy stress: A modelled interest-rate shock; in this 
report, the 100 basis-point rate stress. Phase-in: The gradual implementation of a policy 
change over several years. Sensitivity analysis: Testing how results change when key 
assumptions are varied. Static analysis: A single point-in-time comparison at the 2031 
endpoint after selected shocks have been applied. Stepwise marginal decomposition: A 
method that isolates the contribution of each policy step by applying policies sequentially 
and recording the change after each step. Stress test or shock: An analytical exercise that 
imposes an adverse change to test model sensitivity. Survey weights: Values applied to 
survey observations so that results represent the wider landlord population. 

	↳ Mortgage and interest-rate terms

Basis point (bp): One one-hundredth of a percentage point; a 100bp shock means a 1 
percentage-point increase. Buy-to-let mortgage: A mortgage taken out specifically to 
finance a property let to tenants. Fixed-rate mortgage: A mortgage where the interest rate 
is locked in for a defined period. Interest Cover Ratio (ICR): Rental income before interest 
divided by interest costs. Loan-to-Value (LTV): Mortgage debt divided by property value; a 
higher LTV indicates greater leverage. Mortgage vintage window: The period during which 
a mortgage was originated, used to estimate rates still being paid on legacy fixed-rate 
deals. Refinancing: Replacing an existing mortgage with a new one, usually at the end of a 
fixed-rate term. Variable-rate mortgage: A mortgage where the interest rate changes with 
market conditions. 
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	↳ Rent regulation and policy scenarios

Baseline: The reference scenario against which policy shocks are compared; here, the 
2031 macro baseline is the forward-uprated 2024 EPLS sample with no policy shocks 
applied. Endpoint: The final projection year (FY 2030/31), used as the static comparison 
year. Nominal rent freeze: A policy where rents are held constant in cash terms, so real 
rents fall when inflation is positive. Rent control: Any policy limiting the rate at which rents 
can increase. Tenancy turnover: The share of tenancies that end and are re-let in a given 
period. 

	↳ Tax and fiscal policy

Basic-rate credit: The limited mortgage-interest tax relief available under Section 24, 
set at the basic income-tax rate of 20%, regardless of the landlord’s marginal tax rate. 
Class 4 National Insurance Contributions (NICs): A category of NICs currently paid by 
the self-employed on trading profits; modelled here as if extended to landlord property 
income. Employer-and-employee (ER+EE) NICs: A combined NIC specification in which 
employer NIC is first charged on positive taxable rental profit above the secondary 
threshold, after which income tax and employee NIC are calculated on the remaining 
net-of-ER rental income. It is modelled as a mutually exclusive alternative to Class 4 and 
produces a larger reduction in post-tax rental ROE. Corporation tax: Tax paid on company 
profits; incorporated landlords pay corporation tax on their rental profits. Fiscal policy: 
Government decisions on taxation and spending. Marginal tax rate: The rate of tax paid 
on the next pound of income. Mortgage-interest deductibility: The ability to deduct 
mortgage-interest costs from rental income before calculating taxable profit. Section 
24: The mortgage-interest relief restriction introduced through the Finance Act 2015; 
it removed full mortgage-interest deductibility for individual landlords and replaced it 
with a basic-rate tax credit. It does not apply to companies. Tax allowances and bands: 
Thresholds determining how income is taxed.
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Appendix A. Capital gains

	↘ A.1 Capital gains and total return

Capital gains are added to rental ROE to give a total-return measure. Capital gains are 
balance-sheet returns, not monthly cash flow. Regional HPI forecasts are not available or 
robust at the regional level, so the model uses national OBR HPI and central UK-national 
capital-gains rates only. No alternative house-price-growth sensitivity is included in this 
draft.

The central total-return endpoint outcomes are reported in Table 13 (section 3.1.7). Capital 
gains cushion the total-return ROE and lower the total-return tenancy below-zero share 
relative to the rental-only measure, but do not resolve the underlying rental cash-flow 
shortfall: for example, at the 2031 baseline the post-tax total-return ROE is 3.85% against 
a rental-only 2.00%, and the total-return tenancy below-zero share is 9.03% against a 
rental-only 17.05%.

Figure A1. Capital gains and total-return protection under central UK-national capital-gains 
treatment, by scenario. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.

	↘ A.2 Capital-gains treatment caveats

This report uses national OBR HPI and central UK-national capital-gains rates only. 
Regional HPI forecasts are not available or robust at the regional level, so no regional 
capital-gains treatment is applied. Capital gains are treated as balance-sheet returns 
rather than monthly cash flow, and are added to rental ROE only in the total-return 
measure (see A.1 and Table 13). No alternative house-price-growth sensitivity is included 
in this draft.
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Appendix B. Fiscal

	↳ B.1 Method

Control EPLS individual-landlord 
basis

External control EPLS to control 
ratio

Rental income / 
rental receipts

£9.38bn £40.83bn 4.35×

Landlord count 236,232 2,382,741 10.09×

 
Table B1. Fiscal grossing control totals. EPLS individual-landlord basis compared with 
external controls used in fiscal grossing.

Note: the 4.35× income ratio is the uniform Cross-check rental-income grossing factor. The 
10.09× landlord-count ratio is the aggregate EPLS-to-control ratio reached by the central 
income-band fiscal-grossing method; Central does not apply a single uniform landlord-
count factor. These report-basis anchors use the England-individual fiscal-grossing method 
rather than the treasury-side summary. The fiscal headline still reports the central income-
band fiscal-grossing method alongside the uniform-scaling cross-check.

Fiscal costings are estimated by grossing EPLS microdata to the full England individual-
landlord population using HMRC rental-income statistics (2023/24 controls). The central 
fiscal-grossing method calibrates grossing factors per rental-income band to match HMRC 
Table 13 entity counts on an England-individual basis (2,382,741 England individual 
landlords). The implied total rental income under the central fiscal-grossing method is 
within 5.3% of the independent HMRC income control (£40.83bn). A uniform-scaling 
cross-check (Cross-check, single factor 4.35×) is shown alongside the central estimate. 
All costings are static 2031-endpoint deltas versus the 2031 macro baseline unless stated 
otherwise.

Net Exchequer is defined as “difference income-tax receipts” + “difference NICs receipts” 
− “difference Section 24 credit cost”, with the Section 24 credit applied once only. The tax 
engine nets the S24 credit inside each individual landlord’s tax liability; the Net Exchequer 
formula in the table separately restates the S24 credit cost as a memorandum item, and 
the total correctly accounts for it exactly once.

	↳ B.2 Central costings table

The central fiscal-costings table is reported in Appendix B.5.1, alongside the cross-check 
method and the year-by-year Net Exchequer path. This keeps the central estimates next 
to their methodological comparison rather than separating the same fiscal table across 
sections.
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	↳ B.3 Fiscal-grossing sensitivity

Across the five grossing methods (raw EPLS weights; HMRC England count; HMRC UK 
count; an income-adjusted cross-check; and the central income-band fiscal-grossing 
method), the sign of the Net Exchequer impact is robust for 10 of the 12 non-baseline 
endpoint scenarios. Two scenarios show method-dependent sign:
Freeze + S24 + ER+EE NICs: −£747M (Cross-check) to +£431M (Central)
Moderate + S24 + ER+EE NICs: −£65M (Cross-check) to +£1,316M (Central)

The Freeze+S24+ER+EE package is marginal, close to zero and not robustly directional. 
The moderate+S24+ER+EE package is positive under the central fiscal-grossing method 
but negative under the cross-check, and should be described as method-dependent.

	↳ B.4 Sparse-band merge comparison

Merging the two thinnest rental-income bands (£80k to £90k and £90k to £100k) into 
a single 10-band specification changes the Net Exchequer estimate by at most £5M 
across all 12 endpoint scenarios. The headline costings do not hinge on high-leverage 
observations.

	↳ B.5.1 Fiscal impacts

Fiscal costings are estimated by grossing EPLS microdata to the full England individual-
landlord population using HMRC rental-income statistics (2023/24 controls). The central 
fiscal-grossing method calibrates grossing factors per rental-income band to match HMRC 
Table 13 entity counts on an England-individual basis; the implied total rental income 
under the central fiscal-grossing method is within 5.3% of the independent HMRC income 
control. A uniform-scaling Cross-check is shown alongside the central estimate. All 
costings are static 2031-endpoint deltas versus the 2031 macro baseline.
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Scenario Net Exchequer 
(£M/yr by 2031)

Cross-check (£M/yr by 
2031)

CPI Rent Control Path -119 -106

CPI + Section 24 reversal -1,353 -1,554

CPI + S24 + NICs (Class 4) -959 -1,081

CPI + S24 + NICs (ER+EE) +2,031 +490

Nominal Rent Freeze Path -1,294 -1,140

Freeze + Section 24 reversal -2,449 -2,500

Freeze + S24 + NICs (Class 4) -2,140 -2,113

Freeze + S24 + NICs (ER+EE) +431 -747

Moderate Rent Path -643 -568

Moderate + Section 24 reversal -1,843 -1,979

Moderate + S24 + NICs (Class 4) -1,487 -1,545

Moderate + S24 + NICs (ER+EE) +1,316 -65

Table B2. Net Exchequer impact by scenario (£M/yr by 2031, England individual landlords, 
Central). Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model. Central results use the 
income-band fiscal-grossing method; Cross-check uses the uniform-scaling fiscal-grossing 
method, with the same Net Exchequer definition. All figures use England individual-landlord 
grossing. The Cross-check column is an income-adjusted uniform-scaling cross-check, not 
the same fiscal-grossing method as Central. 

The cross-check and central fiscal-grossing methods agree in sign for 10 of the 12 non-
baseline scenarios. Two scenarios are method-dependent: Freeze+S24+ER+EE (Cross-
check −£747M, Central +£431M) and Moderate+S24+ER+EE (Cross-check −£65M, Central 
+£1,316M). Both are marginal: the Freeze+S24+ER+EE package is close to zero and not 
robustly directional; the Moderate+S24+ER+EE package is positive under the central fiscal-
grossing method but negative under the uniform-scaling cross-check. Moderate-based 
fiscal rows use the population-level rent-growth averages.

HB/UC housing-support effects are not included in the tax-receipt estimates reported here.

	↳ B.5.2 Year-by-year Net Exchequer path

The fiscal path evolves over the 2026 to 2031 period as the Section 24 phase-in, ER+EE 
NICs treatment, and rent-path divergence compound. Table B3 reports the year-by-
year central fiscal-grossing Net Exchequer impact for the three main ER+EE packages, 
measured against the no-policy macro baseline for the same model year.
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Year CPI + S24 + ER+EE 
(£M)

Freeze + S24 + ER+EE 
(£M)

Moderate + S24 + 
ER+EE (£M)

2026 +3,557 +3,557 +3,557

2027 +3,365 +3,365 +3,365

2028 +3,015 +2,615 +2,861

2029 +2,623 +1,808 +2,276

2030 +2,200 +1,002 +1,675

2031 +2,031 +431 +1,316

Cumulative +16,791 +12,778 +15,050

Table B3. Year-by-year Net Exchequer impact (£M), main ER+EE packages (central fiscal-
grossing method), measured against the same-year no-policy macro baseline. Source: 
Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model. The 2031 endpoints reconcile to the static 
endpoint table. The moderate rent path is reported using the population-level rent-growth 
averages.

	↳ B.6 Caveats and limitations
Fiscal calibration scope: England individual landlords only. Corporate landlords are 
excluded from the central fiscal estimate. On the external England-landlord control used 
for fiscal grossing, they account for around 1% of landlords and roughly £141M of baseline 
tax.

	→ CGT, SDLT, behavioural effects: Not included. The costings are static first-round 
effects.

	→ HB/UC: Not integrated.

	→ Controls: HMRC 2023/24 tax-year controls applied to 2031 modelled effects.

	→ Moderate rent path: The moderate rent path costings use the population-level 
rent-growth averages.
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Appendix C. +100bp stress
This appendix reports the +100bp interest-rate stress sensitivity at the 2031 endpoint. 
The +100bp stress is treated here as an appendix sensitivity rather than as a main-body 
scenario.

The +100bp stress adds 100 basis points to mortgage rates uniformly across LTV tiers and 
mortgage types at the 2031 static endpoint.

Scenario Post-tax rental 
ROE (%)

Tenancy below-
zero (%)

Landlord below-
zero (%)

E1 — +100bp on baseline 1.65 22.87 15.19

E2 — +100bp on CPI + S24 + 
NICs (ER+EE)

1.52 16.59 9.79

E2 — +100bp on CPI + S24 + 
NICs (Class 4)

1.79 16.59 9.79

E3 — +100bp on Freeze + S24 + 
NICs (ER+EE)

1.21 21.35 13.83

E3 — +100bp on Freeze + S24 + 
NICs (Class 4)

1.44 21.35 13.83

E4 — +100bp on Moderate + S24 
+ NICs (ER+EE)

1.38 19.55 11.84

E4 — +100bp on Moderate + S24 
+ NICs (Class 4)

1.63 19.55 11.84

Table C1. +100bp rate-stress scenarios, post-tax rental ROE and below-zero shares (central 
calibration, 2031 endpoint). ER+EE is the main NICs specification. The Moderate rent path is 
reported using the population-level rent-growth averages. Source: Autonomy analysis using 
the JRF Landlord Model.

The +100bp stress raises the tenancy below-zero share by around 4 to 6 percentage points 
relative to the comparator without the stress. The Moderate rent path sits between CPI 
and freeze on every metric under the stress (tenancy below-zero of 19.55%, between CPI’s 
16.59% and freeze’s 21.35%), consistent with its position elsewhere in the report. Among 
the S24 + NICs policy packages, the E3 ER+EE scenario (freeze + S24 + ER+EE + 100bp) 
is the most severe: more than one tenancy in five (21.35%) attached to a below-zero 
landlord. The bare +100bp baseline stress (E1, no policy reversal or NICs) is harsher still on 
below-zero exposure (22.87%), underlining that the financing environment is the dominant 
determinant of landlord financial health.
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Appendix D. Phase 1 methodology

The full Phase 1 methodology is documented in the companion report, The Property 
Premium: The nature and trajectory of landlord profits in England.11 That report documents 
the underlying Phase 1 modelling framework, including the EPLS data preparation, landlord 
and tenancy weighting, mortgage-debt imputation, tax treatment, return-on-equity 
definitions, and capital-gains methodology used as the baseline architecture for this Phase 
2 simulation.6

11	 https://autonomy.work/portfolio/the-property-premium-the-nature-and-trajectory-of-
landlord-profits-in-england/
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Appendix E. Extended regional/  portfolio matrices

	↳ E.1 Post-tax rental ROE (%) by England region: 
full 13-scenario matrix 

Scenario NE NW Yorks E Mids W Mids East London SE SW

2031 macro 
baseline

2.74 2.12 2.57 2.03 2.31 1.86 1.38 2.08 2.08

CPI Rent Control 
Path

2.7 2.09 2.53 2 2.27 1.83 1.35 2.05 2.05

CPI + Section 24 
reversal

2.83 2.3 2.7 2.16 2.44 2.01 1.59 2.23 2.21

CPI + S24 + Class 
4 NICs

2.79 2.25 2.65 2.11 2.37 1.95 1.53 2.17 2.16

CPI + S24 + 
ER+EE NICs

2.4 1.94 2.32 1.84 2.05 1.68 1.3 1.88 1.85

Nominal Rent 
Freeze Path

2.31 1.71 2.14 1.69 1.91 1.53 1.07 1.72 1.73

Freeze + Section 
24 reversal

2.43 1.91 2.3 1.84 2.06 1.69 1.3 1.89 1.87

Freeze + S24 + 
Class 4 NICs

2.4 1.87 2.27 1.81 2.01 1.64 1.25 1.84 1.83

Freeze + S24 + 
ER+EE NICs

2.07 1.61 1.98 1.58 1.73 1.41 1.04 1.59 1.57

Moderate Rent 
Path

2.53 1.92 2.36 1.86 2.11 1.7 1.23 1.9 1.91

Moderate + 
Section 24 
reversal

2.66 2.12 2.52 2.02 2.27 1.87 1.46 2.08 2.06

Moderate + S24 + 
Class 4 NICs

2.61 2.09 2.48 1.98 2.21 1.82 1.41 2.03 2.01

Moderate + S24 + 
ER+EE NICs

2.25 1.79 2.17 1.73 1.91 1.56 1.18 1.75 1.73

Table E1. Post-tax rental ROE (%) by England region: full 13-scenario matrix.
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	↳ E.2 Tenancy below-zero (%) by England region: 
full 13-scenario matrix 

Scenario NE NW Yorks E Mids W Mids East London SE SW

2031 macro 
baseline

9.26 11.6 12.06 15.46 10.25 11.33 27.27 18.7 16.59

CPI Rent Control 
Path

9.76 11.83 12.79 16.16 10.67 11.61 27.27 19.1 16.72

CPI + Section 24 
reversal

5.19 8.33 10.95 11.69 8.32 6.61 21.16 12.17 10.95

CPI + S24 + 
Class 4 NICs

5.19 8.33 10.95 11.69 8.32 6.61 21.16 12.17 10.95

CPI + S24 + 
ER+EE NICs

5.19 8.33 10.95 11.69 8.32 6.61 21.16 12.17 10.95

Nominal Rent 
Freeze Path

13.31 14.74 14.83 17.46 13.04 17.51 30.62 22.3 19.7

Freeze + Section 
24 reversal

7.82 11.13 11.83 13.57 9.29 12.61 24.41 14.81 14.94

Freeze + S24 + 
Class 4 NICs

7.82 11.13 11.83 13.57 9.29 12.61 24.41 14.81 14.94

Freeze + S24 + 
ER+EE NICs

7.82 11.13 11.83 13.57 9.29 12.61 24.41 14.81 14.94

Moderate Rent 
Path

12.7 13.23 14.33 16.73 11.83 16.92 28.64 20.53 18.15

Moderate + 
Section 24 
reversal

6.47 10.26 11.32 12.44 8.64 11.03 23.01 13.4 13.66

Moderate + S24 
+ Class 4 NICs

6.47 10.26 11.32 12.44 8.64 11.03 23.01 13.4 13.66

Moderate + S24 
+ ER+EE NICs

6.47 10.26 11.32 12.44 8.64 11.03 23.01 13.4 13.66

Table E2. Tenancy below-zero (%) by England region: full 13-scenario matrix. Source: 
Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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Appendix F. Post-tax rental return 
on equity per end-point scenario 

Figure F1. Post-tax rental return on equity: distribution by landlord type, 2031 endpoint. Bars 
show  all landlords (Monte Carlo smoothed, 50 draws); lines show kernel-density estimates 
for mortgaged  individual landlords (orange), unencumbered individual landlords (green), 
and corporate landlords (dark grey). Vertical dashed line marks zero. Three scenarios: 2031 
macro baseline 23.8% of mortgaged individual landlords and 16.9% of corporate landlords 
below zero (9.9% overall); CPI-linked rent path + Section 24 reversal + ER+EE NICs 15.3% 
mortgaged individual and 16.9% corporate below  zero (6.8% overall); Moderate rent-control 
path + Section 24 reversal + ER+EE NICs 16.9% mortgaged  individual and 18.9% corporate 
below zero (7.5% overall). Unencumbered individual landlords have zero  below-zero 
exposure in all scenarios. Source: Autonomy analysis using the JRF Landlord Model.
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