


3. Portable bonds are also proposed – where one bond would be stretched between two
tenancies. The 4-week bond is the only security a landlord has, should there be damages
and/or outstanding rent or a break lease fee. Commencing a tenancy without a bond in
place, significantly exposes a landlord to financial hardship. If the shared bond is
subsequently claimed for matters relating to the previous tenancy, the new landlord must
pursue their tenant for payment of a bond they couldn’t afford at commencement of the
tenancy. If the tenant fails to pay the bond, the landlord must apply to NCAT for
termination. This is a lengthy, time-consuming process, which would be further
exacerbated if the landlord lived in another State, due to the NCAT federal jurisdiction
restrictions. During this time, if the tenant defaults in rent payments, the landlord is left
with no bond, growing rent arrears and a lengthy expensive process via NCAT (or Court if
there is a federal jurisdiction issue). Currently, people in need can seek bond assistance for
a new tenancy. For those who don’t qualify for this assistance, there are bond loan
platforms available if required. Why must a landlord carry this risk when the current
system is working? 

4. The proposal to limit rent increases to CPI (or worse, implementing a rent freeze) is,
again, restricting a landlord’s potential investment return. Factor in the significant interest
rate rises experienced in the past 12 months, as well as other expense increases, a pure CPI
increase would not cover the higher outgoings, may result in rent that is below market rate
(since rents have not been increased over the years due to the pandemic), and CPI is not
relevant in the residential space (as opposed to commercial). Rents have always been
market determined – primarily dictated by supply and demand of comparable properties.
The best way to reduce rent increases is to increase supply by incentivising people to
invest in properties or by incentivising landlords to invest in more properties, not reduce
their return on existing investments. With higher cash rates, commercial investment and
good share options, why would a landlord choose to invest in residential property where
their return will potentially be limited by legislation? 

5. The proposed changes address a landlord’s right to refuse a pet in their investment, also
proposing limited reasons for refusal. Limiting a landlord to 21 days to make this decision
is insufficient – if the property is in a strata scheme, it can take considerably longer than 21
days to get strata approval or refusal for a pet (they will need to wait until the next general
meeting). In any event, strata refusal would override a landlord’s approval. Also, landlords
have many reasons for refusing pets – some based on personal allergies, past bad
experiences that have proven very costly to rectify (eg. damage), or the property might be
unsuitable for the type of pet. A landlord should maintain the right to refuse pets in their
investment property, without having to seek approval at NCAT. 

We have seen a large number of our managed properties sold to owner occupiers over the
past 18 months and others are moving to short term rental options such as Airbnb. By
implementing changes that further erode a landlord’s rights regarding their investment
property, Government risks them selling out for a better investment option. The result will
be an exacerbation of the current rental crisis, placing increased pressure on Government
to provide rental housing. 

These proposed changes are not required, as the current legislation works in these areas.
Change that incentivises residential investment should be the key focus at this time. 

We seek your assistance to bring these relevant points to Parliament when the changes are
discussed. 

Yours faithfully, 






