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Executive Summary 

Introduction

· This study is based on findings from an email survey of all full-time undergraduates at the University of York, and comprises a consideration of their accommodation preferences. A total of 2056 students responded to the survey. Ninety-eight per cent of these were living in either University-owned or privately rented accommodation. The survey had three aims. The first of which was to assess satisfaction with current letting arrangements, and future letting expectations, if in University accommodation. Secondly, to understand more about letting circumstances if living in the PRS and finally to explore the perceived advantages and disadvantages of renting from the University and from private landlords/letting agents.   

Renting in York 

Context

· The University currently houses 43 per cent of its full-time undergraduate student population. There is considerable variety in the type and standard of property available, from relatively new properties with rooms with en-suite facilities, telephone points and self-catered kitchens, to rooms lacking a basic washbasin. Properties with the poorer-standard facilities tend to have the higher void rates.

· Rents in University properties range from £55.65 a week to £86.17; the different rates reflect the standard of the property. The average University rent was £63.25 a week, but in all cases this includes water, lighting and heating.

· Comparable information on supply of property and rents in the private rented sector (PRS) is not available. However, anecdotal information indicates that the market for student lets in the city is active and responsive. Landlords are competing for student households, and as a consequence standards in the sector can be good. It is now common for properties to be let fully furnished, including white goods and crockery, televisions and DVD players. 

Survey findings

· The great majority of first years students rent from the University (91 per cent), a proportion that falls to 10 per cent for second-year students. Fourteen per cent of third-year students rent from the University: few return to renting on campus after entering the PRS during their second year. 

· Although a smaller proportion of EU and overseas students were living in the University as first-year students in comparison to home students, a higher proportion of them were renting from the University as second and third-years. 

· Students living in the PRS in York tended to be located close to the University: a fifth were living in Lawrence Street/Hull Road, an area recognised as having a high student population in the 2001 census. 

· Most students who lived off campus travelled in by foot; just four per cent used the bus. 

Details of rental arrangements

· Although the University’s Accommodation Office plays a central role in helping students to locate University-owned accommodation, more than half the PRS students also indicated that they had used the office or website to secure accommodation. 

· The majority of both University-owned and PRS renters were living in either fully or part-furnished accommodation, although the designation ‘furnished’ probably differed in each case. 

· Sharing some facilities was commonplace amongst all the renters: indeed, 60 per cent were living with four or more other people. However, it was more likely that the University renters had access to ensuite facilities for their rooms; and PRS renters were more likely than the University renters to be living in groups of two, three or four people. 

· The average rent noted by the University renters was £67 a week, and that of the PRS renters was £55 a week. These rents are not directly comparable, as the University lets generally included amenities. Landlords on the University’s approved list tended to charge a lower rent than the PRS average, at £53 a week. 

· With regard to lease periods, University students tended to rent for either 33 or 38-week periods, covering the term-times and excluding the summer vacation. The vast majority of PRS renters (85 per cent) were renting for the period of one year.   

Factors guiding the rental decision

· The majority of first year students come to live in colleges straight from the parental home, but some have experience of renting University accommodation or living in the PRS prior to studying at York. More than one half of EU and overseas students live in the UK before beginning study at the University. This trend may explain the slightly lower proportion of such students living in University properties in their first year: they may already have settled into alternative accommodation. 

· The factors leading to students’ housing decisions differed according to the intended tenure. By far the strongest factor expressed by any group was the desire to live with friends as stated by those students intending to rent in the PRS. Reasonable rental costs featured more strongly with those looking to rent from the University, as did the desire for quieter accommodation. The desire to find ‘better quality property’ was similar amongst both groups. 

Assessment of renting circumstances

· For many students, the advantages of University accommodation rested strongly with it being convenient in location terms. For those living off campus, the ability to rent property with friends was a key advantage of the PRS. The degree of rental experience of the respondent tended to shift their opinion. Students currently living in University accommodation – the vast majority being first years - generally regarded it as poorer value for money but better quality. For non-University renters, with more renting experiences, the reverse was thought to be the case: University accommodation was thought to be good value for money, but of poorer quality than the PRS.  

· Generally, students expressed a good level of satisfaction with their current accommodation, with three quarters or over being either satisfied or very satisfied.  

· Although most students were happy with the information they received from the Accommodation Office prior to their coming to the University, there was some criticism that information about the accommodation options were not fully detailed. Further, more information could be made to ensure that students are aware of the help that can be given by the Accommodation Office to those students looking to rent privately. Most students use word of mouth to locate properties, and one option might be to explore ways to facilitate the exchange of information on good landlords. 

Section One: The Study

Introduction

The number of students at the University of York has grown steadily over the last few years, prior to the increase expected as a consequence of the development of Heslington East. Comparable data are not currently available, but in 1995/6, the total full-time student population of the University (inclusive of both post and undergraduates) was 5,411; in 2004/5, figures from the Accommodation Office show the total for full-time undergraduates alone was 6,956 (Rugg et al., 1995; Accommodation Office data). It is uncertain whether the amount of University-owned accommodation has increased at a similar rate. The 1995 report on York student housing indicated that 58 per cent of students were accommodated in University-owned properties, and there were 3,339 places available. Again, completely comparable data are not available, but there are at present 2,994 University-owned rooms for undergraduates, capable of accommodating 43 per cent of the undergraduate population. 

Pressure on University-owned accommodation can be acute. During the period 2002-2004, there was a larger than anticipated influx of first-year students leading to some difficulty within the University in meeting the guarantee that all first-years, overseas, and other priority groups who required University accommodation would be housed. However, this year there is a much higher than average number of vacancies in University accommodation, and it is evident that this year a higher proportion of students are choosing to rent in the private rented sector (PRS) in York. It may be that news of a ‘crisis’ with regard to accommodation provision has meant fewer applications from returning students. It may also be the case that the shift demonstrates a growing preference generally not to rent from the University.
It is common for students to spend at least one year living off-campus, and this tendency forms a distinct feature of the student housing biography (Rugg et al. 2004). Traditionally, living off campus in the PRS offered students the option of more flexibility in their living arrangements, and the possibility of a greater degree of control over expenditure on rent, amenities and food. 

However, it appears that, more recently, differentials between the experience of living on and off campus are becoming more marked. The PRS options for students in York have expanded probably due to the continued expansion of the buy-to-let initiative, which nationally accounts for more than half of a million mortgages that are worth a total value of more than £50 billion (CML press release, 2005). Research suggests that higher standards in the sector may in fact be a consequence of the impact of buy-to-let, which has led to a greater level of competition amongst landlords for tenants (Rhodes and Bevan, 2003). It may therefore be the case that some University accommodation may be regarded as being of a lower standard in comparison. 

It appears that the nature of the room allocation system at the University may also heighten the contrast with the PRS. Historically the collegiate system has discouraged applications from groups of students wishing to be housed together, in flats perhaps or along particular corridors, and may be one reason why groups of second-year students stay in the PRS rather than return to campus during their third year of study.

Aims of the study

1.1 This report presents findings from a quantitative, email survey of all full-time undergraduates studying at the University of York. Postgraduate students were excluded from the survey since many are mature students that have access to wider accommodation options, or perhaps live elsewhere and commute to the University. 

1.2 The survey had three aims:

· to assess satisfaction with current letting arrangements, and future letting expectations, if currently in University accommodation;

· to find out more about current letting circumstances and satisfaction with those arrangements, if living in the PRS; and

· to explore the perceived advantages and disadvantages of renting from the University and from private landlords/letting agents.
Method

Prior to the email survey, interviews took place with the Pro-Vice Chancellor with responsibility for Estates, the University Accommodation Officer, student union and welfare representatives, a PRS agency office manager located at Heslington village, and a small number of overseas students. These interviews provided contextual information for the design of the email survey.

The survey was completed using the University’s Online Feedback System, which is more usually used by single departments to elicit evaluation comment on courses. Due to unforeseen technical difficulties, the survey was issued in the week before the Easter Vacation, but despite this timing still achieved a response rate of 29 per cent – a figure comparable with the response rate expected from postal surveys. In total, 2,056 students responded to the survey. 

The survey respondents

The survey respondents were evenly distributed by year of study, with the expected exception of fourth year students (Table 1.1). This distribution by year reflects the pattern generally amongst the entire undergraduate population at the University (35%, 34%, 29% and 2% respectively). 

Table 1.1 : Undergraduate demographic details
	Demographic details
	Proportion (%)

	Year of study
	First
	32

	
	Second
	32

	
	Third
	32

	
	Fourth
	3

	
	N.
	2042

	Gender
	Male
	42

	
	Female
	58

	
	N.
	2041

	Age
	17 and 18
	10

	
	19
	24

	
	20
	31

	
	21
	22

	
	22
	7

	
	23 and over
	4

	
	N.
	2009

	Student status
	Home
	88

	
	EU
	4

	
	Overseas
	8

	
	N.
	2037

	Base: All respondents


1.3 More females than males responded to the survey, although it is not clear the extent to which this pattern may differ from the undergraduate profile of the University. The proportion of EU and overseas students responding to the survey was slightly higher than in the University’s undergraduate population: 12 per cent responded to the survey compared with nine per cent of such students within the undergraduate population. Comparable figures for gender and age are not available. 

1.4 Some groups within the sample indicated that they had specific, special accommodation requirements. Two per cent of the respondents indicated that they needed family accommodation, about one half of whom were currently living in the PRS. 

1.5 Two per cent of respondents indicated that they had other special household needs. In the majority of cases, the needs related to medical conditions that required access to en-suite facilities. Also, a small number of students stated that their religious beliefs led them to require single-sex accommodation and access to a private refrigerator was also expressed.

1.6 Ninety-eight per cent of all the survey respondents were living in either University-owned or PRS properties. This proportion includes three per cent of respondents who were renting from another student or another student’s parent. The remaining two per cent of students included owner occupiers, students living in their parental home, and those who were renting from a housing association.
Report structure

1.7 The report is structured into four sections: the first section considers student renting in York, and reviews University-owned and PRS supply of rental properties. The section indicates the proportion of students renting from the University and in the PRS, and their location in the city. The next section reviews details of renting arrangements, including the ways in which students locate properties, renting circumstances such as shared facilities, amounts paid for rent, amenities included and length of letting period. The third section explores the factors guiding students’ renting decisions, and the final section considers students’ evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of different kinds of rental arrangement. The final section also indicates students’ views on the services provided by the University’s Accommodation Office. A Conclusion draws together the key findings of the report. 

Conventions

1.8 Percentages in the tables and text have been rounded to the nearest whole per cent, as a result some of the table totals may not exactly sum to 100.

1.9 A number of crosstabulations include a two-way tenure split between respondents living in University owned/managed accommodation (both on and off campus), and those living in the PRS. In such cases, the latter category includes respondents who were renting from a private landlord on the Accommodation Office list of approved landlords, those who were renting from some other private landlord or letting agent, and those who were renting from another student or another student’s parent.

Section Two: Renting in York

Introduction

2.1 This section considers the two principal renting options available to undergraduates at York: renting directly from the University, and renting from landlords or agents in the PRS. Best evidence suggests that the supply of property to meet both types of demand appears to be adequate, but it is evident that quality can be variable. 

Renting from the University

2.2 According to figures provided by the Accommodation Office, the University houses one of the largest percentages of students amongst UK Universities. The total proportion of designated places for undergraduate students accommodated by the University for 2004/05 enables 43 per cent of undergraduates to be accommodated (2,994 students). All new single undergraduates are promised a place in University accommodation for their first year, excluding direct second or third year entrants. Additionally, some students are able to live in some form of University accommodation for two years. 

2.3 Every year, application forms for the accommodation are sent out to the majority of students in July and August; international students are contacted earlier, in a greater effort to ensure that their accommodation needs are met. Room allocations are completed in September. Students are able to indicate their accommodation preference, but there is no guarantee that their preference will be met. Table 2.1 provides information on each type of University-owned accommodation available to undergraduates, the utilities included, weekly costs and void rates.   

2.4 There is considerable variety in the types and standard of properties available to undergraduates, from relatively new-build, en-suite facilities with telephone points and self-catered kitchens, to rooms lacking a washbasin. Overall, rooms are well-served with laundrette or washing facilities (97 per cent have access to these), and 78 per cent have a telephone link in the room itself. Eighty-one per cent of rooms have washbasins, and 26 per cent have full en-suite facilities (a toilet, washbasin and shower). Thirty-seven per cent of the rooms have nearby car parking facilities, although student parking on campus is discouraged.

2.5 Locations with the poorer facilities tend to be the smaller units including Number 1 Spring Lane and The Stables, a factor that undoubtedly leads to their higher than average void rates. 

2.6 Rents in University Properties vary from a low of £55.65 per week, to a high of £86.17 per week, with differentials reflecting the standard of the room in terms of size and facilities (Table 2.1). The average (mean) University rent, based on the figures contained in the table is £63.25 a week. In all cases this rent includes water, lighting and heating. 

	Undergraduate Accommodation


	Capacity
	Utilities
	Cost

Per Week
	Voids

(As of 6/01/05)



	
	
	Self-catering kitchens
	En-suite rooms 
	Rooms with washbasins
	Launderette/

Washing facilities
	Computer room
	Telephone link in room
	Rooms for students with disabilities
	Rental period -weeks
	Car parking
	Family/couples accommodation
	Room cleaning
	Single-sex accommodation
	
	

	Alcuin College
	288
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	33/34/38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	Some
	£66.78
	1

	Derwent College
	269
	No
	Some
	Most
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	33/34/38
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94-66.78
	0

	Goodricke College
	343
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	33/34/38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94
	14

	Halifax College  (UPP)
	180
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	51
	Yes
	No
	No
	Some
	£65.73-86.17
	0

	Halifax College 
	710
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	38
	Yes
	Some
	Yes
	Some
	£58.94-66.78
	23

	James College
	479
	Yes
	Some
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes 
	33/34/38/51
	No
	Some
	Yes
	Some
	£58.94-66.78
	1

	Langwith College
	267
	Some
	Some
	Most
	Yes
	Yes
	Some
	Yes
	33/34/38
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94-66.78
	9

	Vanbrugh College
	166
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94-66.78
	1

	Eden’s Court
	90
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	38
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94
	7

	Fairfax House
	92
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	£63.70
	9

	65 Fulford Road
	15
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	No
	No
	No
	No
	£55.65
	1

	212 Fulford Road
	16
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£55.65
	3

	Holgate’s Hall
	43
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	Yes
	Some
	Yes
	No
	£55.65-58.94
	11

	Scarcroft Road
	11
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	No
	No
	No
	No
	£55.65
	6

	1 Spring Lane
	4
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£58.94
	2

	The Stables
	21
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	38/51
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	£55.65
	10

	Source: University of York Accommodation Office

	Note: Room costs are based on single rooms and vary dependent upon type – economy / standard / en-suite. Halifax UPP (University Partnership Programme) costs are dependent upon en-suite or large en-suite rooms and July or October commencement. 


Table 2.1:  Undergraduate Accommodation 2004/05 – Designated capacities, utilities, costs and voids
Renting in the Private Rented Sector 

2.7 Comparable data on properties available in the PRS are not available. However, qualitative information indicates that in recent years, the sector has changed. The 1995 report on students in York indicated that that market for student lets was well-established and tended to be responsive to the separate location needs of students of the different higher education institutes in the city. In 1995, it was feared that the PRS might be unable to meet increased demand in student numbers, and that supply at that time was dependent on the high proportion of rented properties on the market because of a slump in owner occupied property prices. 

2.8 Discussion with a letting agent dealing principally with the student housing market indicates that, since the mid-1990s, the unanticipated boom in the buy-to-let market has substantially increased the supply of properties available to students. There has been a continuation of the trend of market sensitivity amongst landlords, who are often willing to gather information on the types of properties and facilities that are most desirable to the student renter. According to the letting agent, the steadily increasing supply of properties in the student rental market has introduced a high degree of competition amongst landlords and agents, and properties of high quality are now being offered. It is now common for properties to include broadband, televisions and DVD players, a fully furnished kitchen including white goods and crockery, and large bedrooms with double beds. Demand from York students is particularly high for properties with four to six bedrooms. 

2.9 Private sector rents usually require the payment of a deposit or bond to cover damage and rent arrears. 

2.10 There are now a number of letting agents specifically dealing with student lets in York, including one agent located in Heslington village. 

Respondents’ renting circumstances

2.11 As has been indicated, 98 per cent of respondents to the survey were renting either from the University or in the PRS. Table 2.2 indicates the breakdown of renting type, ordered by year of study. 

2.12 As might be anticipated, the vast majority of first-year students (91 per cent) was renting from the University, compared with ten per cent of second-year students and 16 per cent of third and fourth year undergraduates. Although it is often possible for third-year students to live in University accommodation in their final year, it may be that a key problem area in terms of filling voids could be low demand from third year students who have spent their second year in the PRS and then remained in the sector rather than returning to the University campus.

Table 2.2 : Undergraduate tenure by year of study
	

	Tenure
	1st years

(%)
	2nd years

(%)
	3rd and 4th years (%)
	All years

(%)

	University owned/managed
	91
	10
	16
	38

	Private

rented
	Uni approved Landlord
	3
	52
	54
	37

	
	Other private landlord/letting agent
	4
	30
	25
	20

	
	Owned by a student or a parent of a student
	*
	6
	3
	3

	
	All private rented
	7
	87
	82
	61

	Housing association
	*
	1
	*
	*

	Parent/guardian
	1
	*
	1
	1

	Owned
	*
	1
	1
	1

	Other
	1
	*
	*
	*

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100

	N.
	658
	652
	710
	2020

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: * = less than 0.5%.


2.13 Looking in more detail at the accommodation circumstances of EU and overseas students, there are some striking dissimilarities. Contrary to expectation, a slightly lower proportion of these students (86 per cent) were, as first years, living in University accommodation than home students (92 per cent). However, the EU and overseas students were much more likely to be living in University properties in their second and third years: 49 per cent were living in University accommodation in their third year, compared with 14 per cent of home students. It is uncertain whether this trend reflects an institutional allocation preference by the University in favour of second and third year EU and overseas students, or whether such students are more active in seeking University accommodation after their first year. 

Students in the PRS in York: location

2.14 The 2001 census counted 1,335 households living in the PRS in York where the household reference person (a classification that replaces the earlier head of household) was a student. As the household reference person (HRP) is based on a hierarchical economic classification in the order full-time job, part-time job, unemployed, retired, other, students who were classified as the HRP were likely to ‘head’ an all student household. However, the number of HRPs does not provide any indication of the household size, which could range from one person upwards. Likewise, some students could have been ‘hidden’ in households with a HRP further up the hierarchy. Furthermore, the census data are not able to distinguish between students HRPs from different higher education institutions. Despite these caveats, however, the census figures are helpful in indicating that there is a relatively high concentration of students (20 per cent and upwards living in the PRS) in the wards of Fishergate, Fulford, Heworth, Micklegate and Osbaldwick. Hull Road had a particularly high proportion of student-headed households living in the PRS, at 43 per cent. 

2.15 Responses to the student survey reflected these trends. Twenty-two per cent of respondents in the PRS were living in the area of Lawrence Street/Hull Road, and 19 per cent were living in Melrosegate/Tang Hall/Heworth. Seventeen per cent of the PRS respondents lived close to Heslington Road, and a further 14 per cent were in the Fulford Road area. 

Travel to campus 

2.16 By far the majority of students in University-owned/managed properties were living on campus: just seventeen of the respondents were living in properties located away from the University. All students were asked how they travelled to campus. The majority of students in the PRS walk to campus (70 per cent), highlighting the importance of convenience in guiding their choice of accommodation. A further 20 per cent of students used a bicycle. Indeed, some students indicated that proximity to cycle routes had fed into their decision on where to live. Six per cent of students travelled to campus by car, and four per cent used the bus. 

Conclusion

2.17 In completing a basic assessment of both University-owned and PRS accommodation, some trends have emerged. First, it is clear that the University provides a spread of accommodation types in terms of the quality of provision, including both luxury, en-suite lets and other properties that offer minimal facilities. Rents do differ correspondingly, but all include the cost of amenities. By contrast, anecdotal evidence from a local letting agent indicates an increase in the quality of property provided in the PRS, with many facilities – such as broadband, televisions and DVD players - being provided ‘as standard’. 

2.18 It is still the case that the student population is fairly well concentrated in some parts of the city, although the proportion exceeds 40 per cent of the PRS in only one location (Hull Road). Most students who live off campus walk to the University, a trend that underlines the demand for conveniently-located PRS property. 

Section Three: Details of rental arrangements

Introduction

3.1 This section deals principally with the more detailed aspects of the rental arrangements of York students who rented both from the University and in the PRS. The section looks at the ways in which students found property, and the types of household arrangements that were made, including the degree to which facilities were shared. The section also considers the rents that were paid by the responding students. Issues that students had with landlords are also covered in this section.

Finding property

3.2 Not surprisingly, one of the most common methods used by students who were living in University-owned property to find their current accommodation was the University’s Accommodation Office and/or website. Ninety-two per cent of these students indicated that this was one of the methods they used.

3.3 In contrast, the students who were currently renting in the PRS used a much wider range of sources and strategies in order to locate accommodation. However, it was still the case that the majority of students in this group (51 per cent) used the Accommodation Office or its website as one of the methods for finding somewhere to live. Twenty-nine per cent had used word of mouth from other students to help find somewhere to live. Other common strategies were the use of an agent (16 per cent) or the use of other internet websites (15 per cent). 

Property and household arrangements

3.4 The majority of the students rented the properties either partly or fully furnished. There were some difficulties with interpreting answers to this question, as it became clear that the level of furnishing between University and PRS lets is not comparable. So, for example, within University lets it is more likely that students will have minimal kitchen equipment (cooker, fridge), but bed linen is provided. In the PRS, it is more likely that kitchens will contain cooking implements and crockery, but bed linen is not provided. Further, basic furnishing in some PRS lets will include televisions and DVD players; despite being otherwise fully furnished, no such amenities are available in University properties. 

3.5 Eighty-seven per cent of PRS renters indicated that they were renting a fully furnished property, in comparison with 77 per cent of University renters. A higher proportion of University renters (19 per cent) noted that they rented their rooms part-furnished; 11 per cent of the PRS renters were renting partly-furnished property. Few students were renting completely unfurnished property.

3.6 The majority of students were living in accommodation where at least some of the facilities were shared. Indeed, 60 per cent of the respondents lived with four or more other people. Looking at the type of facility, 66 per cent of respondents were sharing a kitchen with four or more people, 43 per cent were sharing a bathroom and 39 per cent sharing a toilet. Sharing facilities with a large number of other people was commonplace in both University and PRS accommodation. Perhaps the only two marked differences between the two types of renting arrangement were, first, the possibility of securing en suite accommodation: 85 per cent of respondents who did not share bathroom facilities were living in University accommodation. Second, respondents in the PRS were more likely to be living in small groups, with household sizes of two, three and four; such groupings comprised the circumstances of 51 per cent of PRS students. 

Facilities

3.7 Students were asked about the kinds of facilities to which they had access in their accommodation. Table 3.1 summarises the responses. 

Table 3.1 : Facilities included as part of accommodation
	Facilities
	Uni accom (%)
	All PRS (%)
	All (%)

	En-suite facilities
	36
	5
	16

	Lounge area
	14
	89
	62

	Broadband/internet connection
	67
	39
	49

	Telephone
	71
	66
	68

	Satellite television
	2
	4
	4

	Microwave
	88
	79
	82

	Dishwasher
	4
	13
	10

	Laundrette/washing facilities
	80
	87
	84

	Car parking
	32
	62
	51

	Vacation storage
	23
	48
	39

	N.
	649
	1168
	1817

	Base: Respondents who were living in University owned/managed accommodation or who were renting from a private landlord/letting agent


3.8 Contrary to much anecdotal evidence, a higher percentage of the students living in the University accommodation had access to some facilities that might be deemed ‘higher quality’ than did those in the PRS. Relatively few PRS renters had access to en suite facilities compared with those living in University accommodation. Further, 67 per cent of all University renters noted that they had access to broadband, compared with 39 per cent of non-University renters, and 88 per cent had the use of a microwave oven, compared with 79 per cent of those renting in the PRS. 

3.9 Facilities that were more likely to be found in the PRS included a lounge and access to car parking.

Rents and leases

3.10 University owned and PRS rents are not strictly comparable, since the University rents generally include a charge for heating, lighting and water. There was a poor response to the question on amenities included in the rent from the PRS respondents, and so it is not possible to make any judgment on how inclusive their rents might be. With this proviso, the average (mean) rent of the University renters was £67 per week, and that of all the PRS renters was £55 per week. Landlords on the University’s approved list tended to offer slightly lower rents (an average of £53 a week) compared with ‘off list’ landlords/letting agents (an average of £57 a week). 

3.11 There was some confusion amongst the respondents about the length of their letting arrangement. However, a clear differential emerged between the University and PRS renters. The vast majority of the PRS renters (85 per cent) had taken a property for a full year let. Of the University renters, 39 per cent said that they were renting for a 33-week period, and 45 per cent for a 38-week period. 

Issues with the landlord

3.12 The respondents were asked whether they had been affected by a range of issues with their landlord or letting agent. Overall, 27 per cent of the survey respondents indicated that they had experienced one or more of the problems listed in Table 3.2. However, the students of University owned/managed accommodation (only 9 per cent) were much less likely than those renting from a private landlord or letting agent (41 per cent) to say that they had been affected by one or more of these problems. Consequently Table 3.2 illustrates all respondents together as there were insufficient cases to distinguish specific problems for those in University-owned accommodation separately. 

3.13 By far the most common problem related to landlords not completing repairs: 59 per cent of respondents noted this as an issue. Landlords being difficult to reach when needed was indicated as a problem by 42 per cent of students.

Table 3.2 : Problems reported with the landlord or letting agent

	Problem
	Proportion of all respondents (%)

	Landlord not completing repairs
	59

	Non-return of your deposit/bond
	4

	Landlord entering your property without permission
	27

	Landlord difficult to reach when needed
	42

	Other problem
	27

	N.
	558

	Base: All respondents  

	Note:  Respondents could mention more than one problem


3.14 In cases where respondents mentioned other problems, it was common for the University as a landlord to be mentioned. In particular, complaints were made about the amount of disruptive building work taking place, including the painting of rooms. Some students also noted that the cleaning services that were included in their rent were inadequately performed. Problems with the flexibility of the letting periods were also noted. 

Conclusion

3.15 This section has highlighted some key similarities and differences between University and PRS renters. Although the University’s Accommodation Office plays a central role in helping to locate University-owned accommodation, more than half the PRS students also indicated that they had used the office or website to secure accommodation. 

3.16 Sharing was a commonplace circumstance for all students in the sample, and in both University and PRS properties sharing facilities with four or more other people was usual. However, access to en suite facilities was more likely in University-owned properties. The ability to share with a smaller number of other people was more usual in the PRS. The rental sectors varied a little in the kinds of facilities that were likely to be offered: the University lets were more likely to have access to the internet and microwave ovens; the PRS renters were more likely to have lounges and access to car parking.

3.17 Just over one quarter of all respondents indicated that they had had some problem with their landlord or letting agent. A slow or no response to repairs was a common issue, as was landlords giving no notice before entering their property. Problems were more common for PRS renters, but some students renting from the University also expressed dissatisfaction with their landlord. 

Section Four: Factors guiding the renting decision

Introduction

4.1 This section reviews the factors that guide students in making their decision to rent either from the University or a private landlord or letting agent. To a large degree, student housing preferences are set within the tradition of ‘first year in, second year out’ that is common in many higher education institutions. However, it is interesting to note that amongst the respondents, first years had perhaps more prior housing experience than might be expected. 

Students’ rental histories

4.2 To illustrate the general pattern of tenure amongst the University undergraduates, Table 4.1 shows the past, present, and intended future living arrangements of the second year respondents to the survey.

Table 4.1 : Housing history and intentions of current second year undergraduates

	Tenure
	Previous (%)
	Present (%)
	Next (%)

	University accommodation
	94
	10
	18

	Private rented
	5
	87
	76

	Other
	2
	2
	6

	Total
	100
	100
	100

	N.
	636
	652
	638

	Base: All second year respondents.


4.3 Table 4.1 shows that the clear pattern is for undergraduates to live in University owned/managed accommodation during their first year of study, and then for them to move into private rented accommodation during their second year, and in which tenure they then usually intend to stay. 

The University renters

4.4 Perhaps not surprisingly, the majority of first year respondents to the survey (66 per cent) had lived in the parental home during the previous academic year. The first year students who were currently living in University accommodation (73 per cent) were the most likely to have lived in the parental home during the previous year. 

4.5 Fourteen per cent of all the first year respondents currently living in University accommodation indicated that they had lived in University accommodation during the previous year. It is possible that this proportion is the result of students switching to study at York, perhaps after a year of study elsewhere.

4.6 Overall, 57 per cent of EU and overseas students had lived in the UK in the six months prior to the start of their course at York. During this previous year, the majority of these students (78 per cent) had lived somewhere other than York within the UK, possibly attending a foundation course at another higher education institution before coming to study at the University. Amongst the EU and overseas students who were currently living in University accommodation, 53 per cent had been living within the UK prior to the start of their time at the University of York.

4.7 Of the small number of second year students living in University accommodation (62 in number), the vast majority had also lived in halls in their first year. 

4.8 By the third year, the histories of University renters had become more mixed. Of the 79 respondents in this group, just over one half of them had lived in the PRS during the previous academic year, whilst the remainder had rented from the University. 

The PRS renters

4.9 Only a small number of first year students in the study were renting privately (37 in total). The majority of these indicated that they had rented University accommodation the year before, which again may possibly be due to them attending courses at other higher education institutions prior to coming to York. 

4.10 Not surprisingly, the great majority of second years who were currently private renting (95 per cent) had lived in University accommodation the year before. Likewise, a large majority of third year respondents (91 per cent) had also lived in the PRS the year before, underlining the conclusion that students tend to remain in the PRS once they have moved out in their second year. 

Factors guiding accommodation decisions

4.11 The respondents were asked to rate a range of factors that might have influenced the choice of their current accommodation: the factors could be rated important, neither important nor unimportant, and unimportant. Table 4.2 contains the proportions of respondents that indicated that the specified factors as being important in their choice of current accommodation.

4.12 Quality of accommodation was rated as being important by the largest proportion of respondents, with, perhaps surprisingly, the PRS respondents saying that it was an important factor in their choice of current accommodation.

	‘Important’ factors
	Uni accom (%)
	All PRS (%)
	All (%)

	Personal security
	52
	52
	52

	Security of possessions 
	62
	61
	61

	Proximity to campus
	74
	74
	74

	Rental cost
	58
	73
	67

	Ability to live with friends
	44
	85
	69

	Local area
	47
	52
	50

	Quality of the accommodation 
	75
	78
	77

	N.
	768
	1,197
	1,965

	Base: Respondents who were living in University owned/managed accommodation or who were renting from a private landlord/letting agent


Table 4.2 : Factors rated as being ‘important’ in the choice of current accommodation

4.13 The difference between respondents living in University accommodation and the PRS was nominal in terms of the importance attached to personal security, security of possessions, proximity to campus, and the local area. However, there was a marked difference between the two tenures in favour of the PRS in terms of the rental cost, and in particular, the ability to live with friends.

4.14 Students were given the option of adding additional factors that had been important in their decision to take a particular property. Responses under these headings can be gathered together to formulate a ‘most desirable property’ specification for students: rooms should be of reasonable size; the property should have a communal living area and if possible a garden; internet access should be available; rooms should be en suite; and good kitchen facilities should be provided.

4.15 A large number of students (280) indicated that they had taken other factors into account in choosing their accommodation. Around a third of these mentioned that they had required the accommodation to have a particular feature, for example, car parking, a bike shed, a garden or a particular house size. A quarter of respondents indicating an ‘other’ factor said that they had been guided by the reputation of the landlord, either for or against a given property. This factor was expressed most strongly amongst third years, most of whom would have had one years’ experience of living in the PRS. A number of students said that they had made no choice: they had been first years allocated properties; or had had limited opportunity to look in the PRS, and simply taken what they could find. About one tenth of the other facors noted that either lease conditions or the projected cost of amenity bills had been important in their choice of accommodation.

Facilities that students would like included in their accommodation

4.16 The students were asked which facilities they did not currently have, which they would like included as part of their accommodation. Table 4.3 gives the summary of responses. With respect to students in University-owned accommodation, the strongest demand was for a lounge area; dishwashers and satellite televisions were also commonly desirable. For students renting in the PRS, greatest demand was evident for broadband/internet connection; again, the desire for a dishwasher was also clear. 

Table 4.3 : Facilities students would like included as part of accommodation
	Facilities
	Uni accom (%)
	All PRS (%)
	All (%)

	En-suite facilities
	36
	31
	33

	Lounge area
	64
	21
	38

	Broadband/internet connection
	27
	52
	42

	Telephone
	27
	25
	26

	Satellite television
	38
	35
	36

	Microwave
	15
	19
	18

	Dishwasher
	41
	46
	44

	Laundrette/washing facilities
	17
	17
	17

	Car parking
	20
	19
	19

	Vacation storage
	35
	12
	21

	N.
	629
	923
	1552

	Base: Respondents who were living in University owned/managed accommodation or who were renting from a private landlord/letting agent


Future accommodation intentions

4.17 The survey asked students who were not in their final year of study where they intended to live during the next academic year. As might be expected, 88 per cent of first year students currently living in University accommodation expected to move out into the PRS in their second year.

4.18 With regard to reasons for their future accommodation decisions, respondents were offered a range of options, and the responses are given in Table 4.4. With regard to the students choosing PRS accommodation, the strongest reason by far was the opportunity to live with friends. Another strong factor was simply the desire to live off campus.

4.19 For students looking to rent from the University, from the selection of eight responses, 55 per cent chose reasonable rent level as a factor. This compares to only 46 per cent of those intending to live in the PRS. Those intending to rent from the University were about twice as likely as those intending to rent privately to mention noise as being a factor in their choice, and they were by far the most likely to indicate that their feeling of personal safety was a factor.

Table 4.4: Factors involved in choice of future accommodation by intended tenure

	Factors
	Intended tenure for next academic year

	
	University accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	No University accommodation available
	1
	4
	4

	To live with friends
	25
	84
	73

	Reasonable rent
	55
	46
	47

	Want to live off campus
	1
	51
	43

	Car parking
	7
	9
	9

	Want quieter accommodation
	23
	11
	14

	To feel safer
	36
	3
	8

	Better quality accommodation 
	43
	40
	41

	N.
	193
	1,096
	1,368

	Base: all respondents

	Note: more than one response could be given. ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements.


Conclusion 

4.20 The majority of first year students come to live in halls straight from the parental home, but some have experience in renting University accommodation or in the PRS prior to studying at York. In particular, 57 per cent of EU and overseas students live in the UK prior to studying in York, a factor which may explain the slightly decreased proportion of such students living in University properties in their first year: they may already have settled into alternative accommodation. In accordance with tradition, the vast majority of students move into the PRS after their first year.

4.21 The factors leading to students’ housing decisions differed according to the intended tenure. By far the strongest factor expressed by any group was the students intending to rent in the PRS wanting to do so in order to live with friends. Rental costs featured more strongly with those hoping to become University renters, as did the desire for quieter accommodation, and feelings of personal security. The desire to find ‘better quality property’ was similar amongst both groups. 

Section Five: Assessment of renting circumstances

Introduction 

5.1 This section reports on responses with regard to the advantages and disadvantages of renting from the University and the PRS, and their overall levels of satisfaction. The section also includes the facilities that students would like to be included in their current rental arrangement. Finally, the section considers views expressed on the services provided by the University’s Accommodation Office. 

Advantages and disadvantages of renting from the University

5.2 All survey respondents were asked to indicate what they considered to be the principal advantages and disadvantages of renting from the University, and were given a number of options from which they could select up to three.

5.3 Table 5.1 contains the responses with regard to the advantages of living in University-provided accommodation. Overall, the most marked advantages were that students did not have to travel to get to campus, and that they were close to the campus amenities. 

Table 5.1 : Advantage of living in University accommodation by current tenure

	Advantages
	University accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	Don’t have to travel
	87
	85
	85

	Good quality accommodation 
	26
	18
	21

	Good value for money 
	34
	39
	37

	Feels safer
	24
	16
	19

	Close to campus amenities – library/sports facilities
	71
	72
	72

	Close to college bars
	3
	4
	4

	Other advantage
	6
	6
	6

	N.
	705
	1,163
	1,913

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements. Respondents could specify up to three advantages.


5.4 Table 5.2 contains the respondent’s views on the disadvantages of living in University accommodation. Overall, the highest-rated disadvantage of university accommodation was its being of poor quality, noted by 38 per cent of respondents. The fact that it was inconvenient to be away from town was noted by 33 per cent of respondents, and the University being a noisy place to live was highlighted by 34 per cent. 

Table 5.2 : Disadvantages of living in University accommodation by current tenure

	Disadvantages
	University accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	Inconvenient to be away from town
	39
	30
	33

	Poor quality accommodation 
	30
	42
	38

	Poor value for money 
	22
	17
	19

	Property theft a problem
	14
	8
	10

	No place to park a car
	19
	22
	21

	Cannot rent with friends 
	23
	38
	32

	Limited choice of accommodation
	30
	31
	31

	Limited availability of accommodation 
	14
	16
	15

	Noise
	32
	36
	34

	Other disadvantage
	12
	10
	11

	N.
	691
	1,153
	1,890

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements. Respondents could specify up to three disadvantages.


5.5 In terms of difference of opinion between renter types, the PRS renters were the most likely to think that the University had poor quality accommodation, and that a principal disadvantage was the inability to rent with friends. 

Advantages and disadvantages of non-University renting

5.6 Students were also asked what they considered to be the advantages and disadvantages of non-University accommodation. Table 5.3 contains the responses on the advantages of non-University accommodation, the most common one being the ability to share with friends. A majority also valued the greater independence of non-University accommodation, and particularly so amongst those who were currently living in the PRS.

5.7 The disadvantages of non-University accommodation are contained in Table 5.4. The need to travel to the campus was seen as a greater disadvantage for those who were currently living in University accommodation compared with those in the PRS. A slightly higher proportion of the PRS respondents thought that a disadvantage of University accommodation was that the rent was relatively expensive compared with those who were currently living in accommodation provided by the University.

Table 5.3 : Advantages of non-University accommodation

	Advantages
	University accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	Location closer to/in town
	41
	44
	42

	Greater independence
	57
	71
	66

	Can share with friends
	77
	74
	74

	Good quality accommodation 
	29
	27
	28

	Value for money 
	12
	8
	10

	Car parking
	11
	10
	10

	More choice of accommodation
	28
	26
	27

	Can find quieter accommodation 
	13
	12
	12

	Other
	2
	4
	3

	N.
	643
	1,161
	1,850

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements. Respondents could specify up to three advantages.


Table 5.4 : Disadvantages of living in non-University accommodation
	Disadvantages
	University accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	Have to travel to get to campus
	80
	69
	73

	Away from campus amenities
	61
	58
	59

	Have to share
	7
	7
	7

	Poor quality accommodation 
	8
	10
	9

	Rent relatively expensive
	38
	44
	42

	Payment of deposit and getting it back
	24
	26
	25

	Sorting out tenancy agreement
	32
	28
	29

	Personally feels less safe
	13
	6
	9

	Other
	2
	6
	4

	N.
	647
	1,143
	1,835

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements. Respondents could specify up to three disadvantages.


Satisfaction with accommodation

5.8 Survey respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with their current accommodation. Table 5.4 contains these responses by tenure. 

Table 5.5 : Satisfaction with current accommodation by tenure

	Level of satisfaction
	University

accommodation (%)
	PRS

(%)
	All

(%)

	Very satisfied
	23
	32
	28

	Satisfied
	52
	50
	51

	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	13
	8
	10

	Dissatisfied
	8
	9
	8

	Very dissatisfied
	3
	2
	2

	Total
	100
	100
	100

	N.
	775
	1,199
	1,974

	Base: All respondents

	Notes: ‘All’ includes students living in other housing arrangements.


5.9 Satisfaction levels were highest amongst the private renters, with 82 per cent expressing a degree of satisfaction. Amongst the University renters, satisfaction levels were slightly less high, although three quarters of these respondents noted some level of satisfaction with their current accommodation. In both groups, 11 per cent of respondents were either unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with their accommodation. 

Views on Accommodation Office services

5.10 The majority of students (73 per cent) were happy with the information they had received from the Accommodation Office prior to coming to the University. 

5.11 Overall, awareness and use of the Accommodation Office website appeared to be low. Thirty-nine per cent of students were unaware of the website, and a further nineteen were aware of the website but did not use it. The students living in non-University accommodation were slightly more likely to note the usefulness of the website: 29 per cent found it helpful, compared with 24 per cent of University-renting students. A small proportion of PRS renters (5 per cent) had used the site and found it very helpful. 

5.12 A number of students (20 per cent) offered suggestions on ways to improve the services offered by the Accommodation Office. These suggestions included: 

Policy for first years

· offering more information on all the accommodation options prior to students coming to York: it was felt that there was a tendency for the University to showcase its better residences. Photographs should be available of all the standards of accommodation on offer

· clearer information should be provided about the facilities available in each type of accommodation

· the need to provide a rationale for why a particular student preferences for accommodation was not met

· some attempt to allocate rooms to students in such a way as to group students with similar interests

Supporting non-University renters

· better guidance on when it would be necessary to start looking for accommodation

· producing a list of student-friendly letting agents

· the production of a more comprehensive list of landlords 

· the opportunity for students to feed back on the landlords they had themselves used

· better advertising of Accommodation Office services for people looking for help with non-University renting

· keep accommodation lists up to date, and remove properties that have been let

Conclusions

5.13 There were a number of recurrent factors that featured strongly in students’ assessments of advantages and disadvantages of different renting circumstances. The students currently living in University accommodation generally regarded it as poorer value for money but better quality; for non-University renters, the reverse was the case, and University accommodation was thought to be good value for money, but of poorer quality than the PRS.

5.14 The ability to live with friends was viewed as a distinct advantage of living in non-University accommodation by both those currently renting from the University and those in the PRS. 

5.15 Generally, students expressed a good level of satisfaction with their current accommodation, with three quarters or over being either satisfied or very satisfied.  

5.16 Although most students were happy with the information they received from the Accommodation Office prior to their coming to the University, there was some criticism that information about the accommodation options were not fully detailed. In particular, it was felt that only the good quality accommodation featured on promotional literature, which could lead to disappointment when properties in poorer-quality colleges and blocks did not meet expectations. 

5.17 Greater effort could be made to advertise Accommodation Office services for people looking to rent privately. Most students use word of mouth to locate properties, and one option might be to explore ways to facilitate the exchange of information good landlords. 

Section Six: Conclusions

Introduction 

6.1 This report has been based on responses from an email survey of 2,056 full-time undergraduate students, detailing their accommodation experiences and renting preferences. This final section considers some implications of the study for the University’s accommodation provision and management.  

Implications for the University

6.2 Student renting preferences are generally leading to the majority of third year students completing their courses at the University whilst living in privately rented accommodation. The University has a commitment to housing all the first year students who require accommodation, but it may be that – for whatever reason - demand from this group is decreasing. The reasons for this were not elicited by the survey, but there was a common complaint that accommodation provision across campus is more variable than students are led to believe from promotional literature. 

6.3 It may be that in order to preclude voids, the University might consider a more active policy of marketing University accommodation to third year students. Although it might be expected that the Accommodation Office plays a central role in helping students to secure University accommodation, the Office also plays a substantial part in helping students to secure PRS accommodation. Second and third year students are returning for assistance, and it may be possible to apprise these students of any available University properties. 

6.4 However, in order for this policy to work, the University has to consider ways in which its existing properties can more readily match student preferences. There may, for example, be options to review the layout of the University’s smaller, off-campus properties in order to incorporate a lounge, and allow students to rent these properties as groups rather than as individuals. It may be that the ability to rent with friends would offset the relatively poor facilities in these properties.  

6.5 In terms of the development of new types of University accommodation, it should be noted that for many students, second-year letting preferences are led by the ability to recreate their social groups in a more amenable setting than is possible on campus. Thus, they are able to choose the people they live with, and find properties with lounges so they can socialise together. These factors are more important than rental costs for many students, and demand probably exists for University accommodation that has a slightly higher rent but offers these advantages. Certainly, the location on campus would be a substantial bonus, since many students currently living off campus evidently walk in each day. 

Conclusions

6.6 Students are now much more likely to seek and secure properties that facilitate a particular lifestyle – living with friends in well-appointed property – rather than offer low-rent options. In part, the University is meeting demand for higher quality properties largely through the need to meet expectations in the conference market. However, in designing newer properties, it may be the case that student preferences should be more central in planning at least some properties that can be rented in ‘flat’ or ‘house’ style, with students choosing who they can live with, and giving access to household lounge space. 
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Appendix A: A Note on Method

The ‘Online Feedback System’ is a relatively under utilized module assessment system that required an initial period of training. However, the system was advantageous in its speed in contrast to administering a more traditional paper survey. Data protection issues were avoided and data was returned in a format that could be analysed more easily and efficiently. It was for these reasons that the Online Feedback System was deemed to be a more appropriate methodology for our research aims. Subsequent to the selection of this survey methodology, permission to use the system for this purpose was sought and given by the Registrar.  

Appendix B: Survey
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