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Current challenges that face the rental sector is the ever increasing layers of regulation.  Adding further regulation/legislation that places more pressure on landlords may result in the landlord looking for alternative investments which will place even more pressure on the rental market.

Legislation/regulation should not be used as a tool to try and provide affordable housing for those on lower incomes.  If there is an issue with affordability for lower income earners then this should be addressed at government level.  Over the past few years affordable government housing has declined, which in part is why we now have the situation where many low income families find themselves unable to afford rental housing that meets their needs!

The greatest percentage of cases that are brought before VCAT (approximately 92%) are instigated by  landlords which demonstrates that it is not the tenant/s that are having the majority of issues with the current system, it is landlords!!!   

For serious breaches 24 hours should be the allowable time to take action and 7 days for lesser breaches….. 

Landlords would love ‘good’ tenants to remain for a longer term.  The problem arises when there is a tenant in the home that is causing problems. 

If there is a bad tenant and there is a serious breach by the tenant, time frames to remedy breaches under the Act are currently way too long and the situation can quickly escalate before a breach can be addressed which in many cases results in a property being extensively damaged.
If the above time frame was implemented then landlords would be happy to have longer leases in place.

 Tenants want the right to be able to permanently change the rented house to suit their needs without the permission of the owner- really?  What gives anyone the right to do this to another persons’ property - whether it be governments or tenants?
It is the landlord’s property and as such his rights should be paramount regarding any change to his/their property.

This also applies to the ‘no pet’ clause in a lease agreement.

A landlord usually makes this decision to make sure no damage is done to his/their property. 

Pets can and do cause considerable damage to properties - irresponsible pet owners do nothing to protect the landlord’s property.

It is not the animal that is the problem, it is irresponsible owners who do not take any care/responsibility and allow their animals to damage the property!

We have had to deal with this very situation where it has cost us quite a considerable amount of money to rectify damage caused by pets and as the tenants had no money, the burden fell completely on us the landlord to re- instate the property to a good condition.

A ‘NO’ pet bond will never be enough to cover the cost of damage caused by some pets.  Most tenants would not have the money to pay a pet bond on top of the house bond anyway so a pet bond is not the solution.

Current provisions under the act are sufficient with respect to-

-The tenant having quite enjoyment at the property and the right for landlords to enter the property. 

A good landlord will always respect the tenant by giving them adequate notice when coming to the property on legitimate business and will work with the tenant to make sure a time is suitable to them.

With respect to police having access to the property-   if this is required it is just common sense for them to be able to do so.  This is a matter for the police as the landlord would only be following police direction in the matter.

Tenants that experience family violence-

Landlords should not be part of any domestic/personal issues.  There are many organisations the currently provide support in this area.  There may be a case where an urgent notice can be issues to the perpetrator to vacate the property immediately; this should be done however at the direction of the police. 

Any additional protection that may be required by the tenant because of hardship, such as financial, illness should be by arrangement with the tenant and the landlord.

Family violence should not be an issue RTA needs to address.  This should be done at government level.

If a landlord/tenant wishes or needs to end a tenancy the current notice periods/ rules as outlined in the  current act are appropriate.  

Sub-letting and Assignment of a property should always remain with the total agreement of the landlord.  

If there is no way for the landlord/agent to actively check/vet and APPROVE tenants who want to live in their property only  exposes the owner of the property  to exponentially higher risks .  We could have a situation where the home is assigned to a drug dealer for instance!

The privacy law as it currently stands is very robust and any information collected should, as the law states, be protected and used solely for the purpose for which it is collected.

There is ample provision under the current law to take action against those that breach the law.  

Why should the rental market have a different set of privacy laws to organisations such as banks, solicitors, insurance companies etc. that all collect information to make an informed decision with respect to suitability/ ability of a person  when trying to determine a risk?

Goods left behind by a tenant should not become the responsibility of the landlord. 

Often this situation arises because a tenant is behind in rent and has left without warning. 

Why should it be up to the landlord to determine if goods are abandoned or whether the tenants wants to come back for them?  The tenant should have the responsibility to advise the landlord if they will be returning for the goods.  If the tenant fails to contact the landlord then goods should be considered as abandoned.

Claiming bond monies at the end of a tenancy needs to remain an option for a landlord.  Tenants need to be aware they may suffer a monetary loss for damage if they cause damage to a property- other than normal wear and tear.

All landlords have had experience with tenants paying their rent late.  The time for late or non-payment of rent should be no more than 2 weeks.  Most landlords have mortgage repayment to meet and the rent is usually factored into their ability to meet their mortgage obligations.  By allowing un-paid rent to go on for longer than 14 days can place a great deal of mortgage stress on the landlord.

If there is a genuine reason why rent is not paid on time, this should be worked out between the landlord and the tenant.  Legislation should not protect those that just chose to not pay their rent on time or not at all! 

Tenants should not be responsible for transactions costs of using third party rent collectors.  It is quite simple today to have money automatically transferred from one account to another.  A third party rent collector option should only be necessary if there is outstanding monies which cannot be re-couped by the landlord.  If this is the case then yes any fee charged to the landlord should be able to be passed onto the tenant.

There is much written about the responsibilities of landlords and the law to protect renters.  

Very little is written however about the responsibility of tenants and protection of landlords under the law. 

Already the law as it stands is biased towards a tenant

Any further regulation/ legislation that makes it harder for good landlords to want to maintain a rental property in Victoria may result in landlords exiting the rental market and looking for alternate investments thus making it even harder for tenants to secure accommodation!

Thank you for your consideration.
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