
Organisation name Contact name Type of organisation Is there any section of FRS 102 that is not addressed in the SORP on which you feel additional guidance or 

interpretation is needed for the social housing sector?

Do you have any general comments, specific issues or remarks you would like to make on the SORP 2026 Exposure Draft and/or Basis of Conclusion 

that are not already addressed by questions 3 to 20?

Do you agree that this SORP should apply to both non-profit social 

landlords and for-profit social landlords, apart from (clearly marked) 

sections that only apply to Public Benefit Entities (PBEs) as defined by 

FRS 102? Do you feel the SORP provides sufficient clarity on this 

distinction?

Do you agree with the proposal in paragraph 4.3 that all 

entities owning more than 1,000 homes be required to 

produce an annual report ‘commensurate with the size 

of the business’?

Do you agree with the proposed addition to the capitalisation criteria in paragraph 6.26(d)? If not, is there an alternative you would propose? Do you feel there are further criteria that 

should be stated? Or do you feel additional criteria are not necessary? Please explain, with reference to the Basis of Conclusions set out above.

Do you agree with the proposed amendment in 

paragraph 6.46 clarifying the calculation of net 

disposal proceeds and providing guidance on 

types of cost that should not be treated as part 

of net disposal proceeds?

Do you agree with the proposed accounting treatment of 

regeneration projects in paragraphs 6.64 to 6.65 of the SORP? If 

possible, please provide evidence on the effect that this 

interpretation of paragraphs 17.26 to 17.30 of FRS 102 will have 

on the financial reporting of registered providers’ regeneration 

schemes.

Do you agree with the proposed accounting treatment of 

exchange of assets in paragraph 6.66 to 6.73? Do you 

consider the treatment of building disposal on demolition 

reflects the substance of the exchange relationship?

Do you agree with the amended treatment of grant in stock transactions outlined in paragraphs 6.74 to 6.75 of the SORP and justified in the Basis of Conclusion above? Are there any specific examples that you think it would be beneficial for the SORP to draw 

out? Do you have any concerns about being able to implement this change retrospectively from information currently in accounts disclosure notes?

Do you agree with the proposed change to paragraph 12.29 to include the costs of rectifying 

impaired land in the depreciated replacement cost of an asset? If not, please provide your 

reasons.

Do you agree with the lease topics that the proposed SORP addresses the accounting treatment of? Are there other areas it would be 

beneficial to include?

Do you consider that the proposed guidance 

in respect of agreements at less than market 

rent in paragraphs 8.7 to 8.15 is sufficient?

Do you agree with the conclusion that the 

changes to Section 20 of FRS 102 do not affect 

the existing accounting treatment for shared 

ownership?

Do you agree with the proposed simplifications for the disclosure of a maturity analysis of 

lease payments receivable by lessors in paragraph 8.21?

Do you agree with the other proposals in respect of the implementation of Section 20 

Leases of FRS 102, in Chapter 8 of the SORP?

Do you agree with the proposed additional guidance 

in the SORP around whether to recognise a 

provision, especially relating to costs necessary to 

meet regulatory requirements (paragraphs 9.10 and 

9.11)?

Do you consider that proposed paragraphs 9.12 to 9.18 provide sufficient guidance on repair obligations 

under the new shared ownership model? If not, what additional guidance or illustrative examples would be 

helpful?

Do you agree with the conclusions in respect of service 

charge income and sinking funds?

Do you feel the SORP provides sufficient guidance on 

housing specific matters to allow preparers of the financial 

statements to implement the new requirements of Section 23 

Revenue from Contracts with Customers  of FRS 102?

Do you agree with the proposed transfer of the 

employee benefit disclosures from the 

applicable accounts’ direction / determination / 

order to the SORP?

Organisation name Contact name Type of organisation Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20

Amplius Rob Grif f iths Registered Prov ider (England) Cov ered in responses to f ollowing questions. 8.10 should start with “Where” rather than “There". Yes – apply ing a single SORP f ramework across non-prof it and f or-prof it 

social landlords promotes unif ormity  in accounting treatments, making 

f inancial statements easier to compare f or stakeholders. Social landlords, 

whether f or prof it or not, share a common activ ity .

Yes, so long as this is proportionate to the size of  the 

organisation. This is in line with the latest Accounting 

Direction recommendation of  proportionate reporting f or 

smaller prov iders, and will be benef icial f or stakeholders in 

assessing the perf ormance of  the organisation.

Yes, agree with the addition and f eel that it is necessary . It giv es required clarity  around the capitalisation of  decarbonisation works to ensure consistency  of  treatment across the sector. Yes. Yes, agree with the accounting treatment as this appears to be in line 

with 17.26 to 17.30 of  FRS 102. Howev er, this can be problematic f or 

RPs due to low land v alues being retained on regeneration and the 

impact of  PPE derecognition on the f inancial statements.

•	6.69 – not ev ery  exchange of  assets / earlier than prev iously  

expected disposal is an impairment indicator. The wording f orces 

impairment testing, and the associated cost and admin impact, 

ev en if  the economics are clear that there’s no indication of  

impairment.

•	6.73 – under FRS 102 an asset is derecognised when no longer 

controlled / f uture economic benef it. The SORP wording appears to 

suggest delay ed derecognition. The wording should require RPs to 

apply  a control based derecognition rather than say ing ‘usually  met 

at the point the exchange of  assets is completed’.

No, we do not agree with the proposed amendments to the treatment of  grant in stock transactions set out in paragraphs 6.74 to 6.75. While the objectiv e of  improv ing transparency  is understood, the proposed changes do not prov ide clarif ication of  FRS 102. Instead, they  introduce 

an accounting outcome that is inconsistent with the principles in Sections 17 and 24 of  FRS 102 and with the economic substance of  transactions between registered prov iders.

The proposed change would lead to a grossing up of  assets f rom agreed purchase prices and goes against the principle of  recording assets at the lower of  cost and net realisable v alue. The current accounting treatment f or stock swaps and stock disposals between registered prov iders 

ref lects the economic reality  of  the transaction.

For example, if  RP A acquires 100 grant f unded social housing properties (originally  f unded with £5m of  grant) tenanted properties f rom RP B at an av erage of  £150k per property , then the cost of  the properties should be recorded on RP A’s statement of  f inancial position at £15m, as 

this represents the v alue of  the properties, and not grossed up to £20m. Grossing this up to £20 million on the basis that the properties were originally  f unded by  £5 million of  grant produces an asset v alue that is neither the cost of  the acquisition nor a f air v alue measurement.

It also creates an inconsistency  with acquisitions of  identical, but not originally  grant f unded, properties. If  there were an equiv alent portf olio of  100 tenanted social housing properties originally  acquired v ia a section 106 agreement, then these would correctly  be recorded at £15m if  

acquired by  RP A f rom RP B. It is not correct to gross up the v alue and purchase price of  properties because there was historically  grant awarded to some properties. The proposed amendments theref ore risk introducing balance sheet v alues that are disconnected f rom both market 

practice and economic reality .

When RPs are considering acquiring stock f rom another RP, the v aluation adv ice f rom the sector’s main v aluers would not dif f erentiate between grant-f unded and section 106 properties when determining EUV-SH. Two otherwise identical properties with the same rents and restrictions 

will hav e the same EUV-SH, irrespectiv e of  their historical f unding. The v alue that RPs bid at is alway s based on an EUV-SH v alue with any  increase being identif ied as a premium abov e EUV-SH. If  we were to f ollow the logic f rom the proposed changes then we would also be 

grossing up the cost of  properties acquired under section 106 agreements f rom dev elopers.

Further to this, the impairment example assumes blanket deduction of  any  unamortised grant when determining the carry ing amount f or impairment. This ov ersteps what FRS 102 actually  requires, giv en that inclusion of  liabilities in a CGU is conditional and judgement-based, and could 

theref ore hav e unintended impairment consequences.

The wording in the existing SORP is consistent with the requirements of  FRS 102 and there is no compelling reason to change the guidance.

Yes Yes, agreed this is in line with FRS 102. A f urther clarif ication on ‘Low Value’ assets could be usef ul to ensure consistency , whereas if  a 

materiality /triv iality  threshold is used, it could be signif icantly  dif f erent between social landlords.

The two examples are usef ul in identif y ing whether 

an agreement is considered a lease or not, 

howev er it might be more usef ul f or the example 

to then show workings of  how this is accounted f or 

in line with each paragraph.

Yes. Although the owned and rented elements of  a 

shared ownership property  are not phy sically  distinct, 

the conclusion is consistent with the substance of  the 

arrangement and with the intent of  FRS 102.

Yes:

•	The ability  to use the v oid rate as an annual attrition rate is a usef ul simplif ication.

•	The 30-y ear reporting period in line with business plans makes sense.

•	Shared ownership exclusion also makes sense as staircasing sales are both hard to predict and 

reasonable to assume.

Yes, additional clarif ication on rent def erral is usef ul and will help remov e accounting 

inconsistencies.

We hav e some concerns that paragraph 9.10, as draf ted, 

may  go f urther than the requirements of  FRS 102 by  

imply ing that a prov ision should be recognised in all cases 

where an RP is unable to pass costs on to leaseholders or 

tenants, or expects to waiv e those charges. Under FRS 

102, a prov ision arises only  where there is a present legal 

or constructiv e obligation as a result of  a past ev ent, and 

where the entity  has no realistic alternativ e but to settle 

that obligation. The existence of  regulatory  requirements 

alone does not necessarily  create such an obligation, 

particularly  where the timing, scope or manner of  the 

works remains within the entity ’s control.

We consider it important that the SORP guidance 

continues to emphasise that judgement is required in 

assessing whether a present obligation exists at the 

reporting date, rather than creating a presumption that 

prov isions should be recognised whenev er cost recov ery  

is restricted or waiv ed.

Yes, the proposed accounting treatment is already  being adopted as shown in the worked example / scenario 

included in the ‘New Shared Ownership Model Proposed Guidance’. Using this scenario would potentially  remov e the 

possibility  of  inconsistencies.

Clarif ication on 9.14 is usef ul.

We broadly  agree with the conclusions, in particular the 

clarif ication that sinking f und contributions should only  be 

recognised as rev enue when the related perf ormance obligation 

is satisf ied.

Howev er, we consider that f urther clarif ication would be helpf ul in 

relation to f ixed serv ice charges and the recognition of  income 

f or non-recurring or irregular serv ices. In practice, many  f ixed 

serv ice charges include elements f or activ ities that are not 

perf ormed annually  or are contingent in nature (f or example, f ly  

tipping, gutter cleaning, or f ire risk assessments). Additional 

guidance or examples on how rev enue f or these elements should 

be recognised ov er time, and how perf ormance obligations 

should be identif ied in these circumstances, would improv e 

consistency  across the sector.

We also consider that the SORP would benef it f rom prov iding 

illustrativ e guidance on rents that incorporate both a rent and a 

serv ice charge element, such as af f ordable rents. There is 

currently  div ersity  in practice as to whether and how these 

elements are separated, and clearer guidance would help to 

ensure more consistent treatment between housing associations.

We consider the guidance on outright sales to be suf f icient and 

agree that leasehold property  sales should be accounted f or 

separately . We also agree that grant income is outside the scope 

of  Section 23.

We agree that transf erring the employ ee benef it 

disclosures to the SORP is logical and appropriate. 

Howev er, consideration should be giv en to 

increasing the £60k banding threshold, as salary  

inf lation has diluted its ef f ectiv eness f or 

gov ernance scrutiny . We note that remov ing 

“contributions pay able in respect of  pensions” f rom 

the remuneration def inition will require 

reclassif ication of  prior y ear f igures. Additionally , it 

would be helpf ul if  Section 13.9 explicitly  excludes 

social security  contributions, similar to the 

Charities SORP’s clear exclusion of  Employ er 

National Insurance and pension costs, to av oid 

ambiguity .

Aspire Housing John Kington-Moore Registered Prov ider (England) None that I hav e identif ied N/A Yes f or consistency . Yes f or a consistent approach. Yes I agree with the proposed addition. It will allow more to be appropriately  capitalised as more decarbonisation work is undertaken. Yes I agree that it needs clarif ication but I 

wondered if  there were other examples.

Yes. We were considering this ourselv es a f ew y ears ago where we 

were disposing of  properties that we were looking to either demolish or 

sell. We ended up selling these properties but we had determined that 

they  would be disposed of  to the balance sheet once demolished 

rather than impaired. We had the issue that the cov enants didn’t 

include sales surplus/def icit but did include impairment. If  I hav e 

interpreted this correctly  the new UEL estimate would result in the 

asset being derecognised (in ef f ect) through depreciation. There are 

no current plans on our schemes and so no impact on the SOCI.

Yes this makes sense. Yes the treatment ref lects the substance 

howev er I presume in terms of  v alue once 6.64 had been applied 

there would be little v alue in the property  lef t.

Yes. We purchased some properties a f ew y ears ago and this was the same treatment that we applied so I agree with the treatment. Yes that is clear. Yes this seems to cov er what we would need it to. Yes although I wondered if  the examples could 

show how the treatment of  example 2 would work 

through the f inancial statements.

Yes this makes sense. Yes this will make it consistent across the sector. Yes. All makes sense. Yes I think the guidance is clear but perhaps a worked example would be usef ul. Yes. The distinction between Fixed and Variable is key . Yes. It makes sense and is understandable. Yes. Noting the change in def inition of  

Remuneration to exclude Pension contributions will 

the comparativ e y ear need to be restated?

BDO LLP Andrew Holt Accounting f irm or body There are no specif ic areas we consider require additional guidance or interpretation other than as noted in our 

subsequent responses.

In relation to the Example Consolidated Statement of  Financial Position on page 113 it would be more appropriate to present the columns in line with the more common 

accounting conv ention (making it easier to compare Group and entity  balances):

Consolidated	Consolidated	Entity 	Entity

CY PY CY PY

In relation to the Example Consolidated Statement of  Changes in Reserv es on page 114, the “other comprehensiv e income” items f rom the example Statement of  

Comprehensiv e Income on page 111 are currently  omitted. This implies these items do not need to be presented in the Statement of  Changes in Reserv es, which 

would be incorrect (FRS102.6.3).

In relation to the Example Consolidated Statement of  Cash Flows on page 115, it may  be pref erable f or operating cash f lows to be in the primary  statement 

presented within the same table as other cash f lows rather than including them in a note. In our v iew this results in clearer f inancial inf ormation f or the user of  the 

f inancial statements.

In relation to statement of  cash f lows, across the sector there is inconsistent classif ication of  certain cash f lows in relation to similar transactions leading to a lack of  

comparability . Areas where classif ication v aries include:

-	f ixed asset housing property  disposals (operating or inv esting)

-	interest on loans/bonds (operating, inv esting or f inancing)

-	property  dev eloped f or sale (operating or inv esting – it should be operating in the majority  of  cases)

It would be helpf ul f or the SORP to include guidance or expectations on the cash f low treatment of  common sector transactions in the cash f low statement.

Yes, it is appropriate f or the key  concepts to apply  to both non-prof it and f or-

prof it landlords to achiev e consistency  as appropriate.

Howev er, it should be clearer that shared ownership as inv estment property  

is a permissible outcome, this would principally  apply  to f or-prof it social 

landlords.

Yes, we agree and note that in our experience, many  1,000 

to 5,000 unit RPs already  comply  with the majority  of  the 

requirements in this area.

It is helpf ul f or this wording to be included as it will hopef ully  driv e consistent treatment of  such expenditure.

Howev er there are some challenges with the wording as written, which is open to dif f ering interpretations of  what would meet the def inition of  “increased env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose 

objectiv es”. While an example of  decarbonisation is giv en, this section would benef it f rom more examples of  items of  spend in this broad category  that would, and would not, meet the criteria f or 

capitalisation.

Our experience of  RP social purpose objectiv es, as expressed on websites and in f inancial reports, is that they  do not explicitly  ref erence env ironmental benef its. Howev er, these works do prov ide benef it 

to both the env ironment and the residents in the properties. More guidance on how in practice RPs can determine whether they  meet this def inition would be benef icial.

We agree that this is a helpf ul clarif ication. We agree that this should help driv e greater consistency  ov er the 

classif ication and timing of  the cost transactions related to the 

existing properties where regeneration schemes are planned. There 

may  be judgement required as to what stage ‘approv al’ of  a plan is 

achiev ed as there may  be v arious stages of  approv al required.

Yes, the proposed accounting treatment appears to be appropriate. We do not agree with the proposed changes to grant accounting in stock transactions f or the f ollowing reasons:

-	It would artif icially  ov erstate the asset v alue, EUV-SH v aluation, which is likely  to hav e been used in setting the purchase price, already  takes into account grant cash f lows.

-	It does not ref lect the substance of  the grant position. The receiv ing social landlord is not the original grant recipient and has not receiv ed grant to assist with the acquisition of  the properties.

-	It is the original landlord that has benef itted f rom the grant and they  hav e ref lected that in income ov er the lif e of  the property  up until the point of  disposal.

-	The substance of  this grant arrangement is better accounted f or as a contingent liability, where any  potential liability  to repay  or recy cle the grant balance is dependent on uncertain f uture ev ents.

-	Under ‘perf ormance model’ accounting, the proposed approach would lead to the recognition of  rev enue (as per SORP Basis of  Conclusion) that hasn’t been receiv ed (there is no new grant) and a rev aluation write down at the next reporting date.

-	It would cause an unnecessary  prior period restatement of  prev ious f inancial statement inv olv ing time, ef f ort, and in some cases signif icant judgement and estimates in relation to prev ious transactions.

-	There are f urther implications f or gearing cov enants across the sector, the renegotiation of  which would cause unnecessary  time and expense f or RPs.

We do not f ully  agree with this change. We believ e that where social landlord owns the land and the land 

is impaired, costs incurred in rectif y ing the issue should only  be included in calculating the depreciated 

replacement cost to the extent that it does not result in a land v alue higher than the cost of  an 

alternativ e site of  equiv alent serv ice potential (ie that does not require remediation of  the land).

It is important to bear in mind the FRS102 def inition of  DRC: “The most economic cost required f or the 

entity  to replace the serv ice potential of  an asset (including the amount that the entity  will receiv e f rom 

its disposal at the end of  its usef ul lif e) at the reporting date”. This may  not be remediating the current 

land or construction on another site and purchase of  completed assets may  be more economical in 

these circumstances.

We agree this should aid consistency  across the sector and hav e no f urther comments. The wording appears to be suf f icient howev er we 

note a ty po in 8.10 which should start “Where 

a….”.

We do not believ e Section 20 changes to FRS 102 

hav e an impact on the existing accounting treatment 

f or shared ownership. We do not believ e there is an 

appetite to rev isit the existing accounting treatment 

f or shared ownership, notwithstanding the technical 

accounting challenges that such assets and 

transactions create under the new or existing FRS 

102.

This appears to be a practical and sensible approach that should help driv e consistent disclosure and 

limit the ef f ort required in this area.

We hav e no f urther comments on this area. In relation to the second half  of  9.10:

“Howev er, where there is a legal or constructiv e obligation 

to carry  out works to such properties but laws or 

regulations prohibits those costs being passed on to the 

leaseholder or tenant, or the social landlord expects to 

waiv e the charges and this has been communicated to the 

leaseholder or tenant, this SORP considers the works 

satisf y  the criteria in paragraph 21.4 of  FRS 102 f or 

recognition of  a prov ision.”

We believ e it should read “and laws or regulations 

prohibits…..”.

We note that of ten Landlords cannot legally  pass such 

costs as stated in 9.10 onto tenants (as opposed to 

Leaseholders).

It may  be worth including a clarif ication that f uture 

expenditure in relation to a social landlord’s own asset (eg 

f uture spend to be capitalised) would generally  not meet 

the requirements f or recognition of  a prov ision as there is 

no net transf er of  economic benef its.

The central issue in practice is determining whether or not 

a legal obligation exists and what specif ically  the 

obligation is f or - this is of ten unclear and the SORP 

should stress this f act and ideally  prov ide guidance on, 

f or example, the point at which a legal obligation exists in 

relation to works required under building saf ety  laws.

We hav e no f urther comments on this area. We agree with the conclusions in this area. We hav e not identif ied any  issues in this area. We agree with this inclusion; prev iously  the salary  

banding requirement sat under the “Key  

management personnel” section of  the Accounts 

Direction and some RPs interpreted this as 

meaning it did not apply  to all staf f .

Believ e Housing Mark Rochester Registered Prov ider (England) No No Yes, we agree that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it social landlords 

and f or-prof it social landlords and we f eel that the SORP prov ides suf f icient 

clarity  on this distinction.

Yes, we agree that the requirement to produce an annual 

report is commensurate with the size of  the business

Yes, we agree with the proposed addition to the capitalisation criteria in paragraph 6.26(d) and we don’t f eel that stating any  f urther criteria is necessary . Yes, we agree with the proposed amendment. Yes, we agree with the proposed accounting treatment of  

regeneration projects in paragraphs 6.64 to 6.65 of  the SORP. From 

our perspectiv e, the proposed interpretation of  paragraphs 17.26 to 

17.30 of  FRS102 will change how we account f or regeneration 

projects in f uture. Currently , we derecognise assets immediately  

upon approv al of  a programme of  demolition and the relev ant assets 

are f ully  impaired straight away . This has led to a larger impact on 

the Statement of  Comprehensiv e Income than would be the case 

under the proposed accounting treatment set out in paragraphs 6.64 

to 6.65 of  the SORP due to the smoothing of  accelerated 

depreciation ov er the period f rom approv al to demolish to f inal 

demolition.

Yes, we agree with the proposed accounting treatment of  

exchange of  assets in paragraph 6.66 to 6.73 and we consider the 

treatment of  building disposal on demolition to ref lect the 

substance of  the exchange relationship.

Yes, we agree with the amended treatment of  grant in stock transactions. There are no specif ic examples we think would be benef icial f or the SORP to draw out. We do not hav e any  specif ic concerns about being able to implement this change retrospectiv ely  bey ond the 

administrativ e work required to ensure the correct f uture presentation of  these balances.

Yes, we agree with the proposed change to paragraph 12.29. Yes, we agree with the lease topics that the proposed SORP addresses the accounting treatment of  and there are no other areas we consider it would be 

benef icial to include.

Yes, we consider that the guidance is suf f icient. Yes, we agree with the conclusion that the changes to 

Section 20 of  FRS 102 do not af f ect the existing 

accounting treatment f or shared ownership.

Yes, we agree with the proposed simplif ication of  the disclosure. Yes, we agree with the other proposals in respect in respect of  the implementation of  

Section 20 Leases of  FRS 102, in Chapter 8 of  the SORP.

Yes, we agree with the proposed additional guidance. Yes, we consider the proposed paragraphs prov ide suf f icient guidance on repair obligations under the new shared 

ownership model.

Yes, we agree with the conclusions in respect of  serv ice charge 

income and sinking f unds.

Yes, we f eel the SORP prov ides suf f icient guidance on housing 

specif ic matters to allow preparers of  the f inancial statements to 

implement the new requirements of  Section 23 Rev enue f rom 

Contracts with Customers of  FRS 102.

Yes, we agree with the proposed transf er of  the 

employ ee benef it disclosures.

CHP Jenny  Upton Registered Prov ider (England) No We welcome the Housing SORP 2026 Exposure Draf t and its alignment with the Financial Reporting Council’s Periodic Rev iew 2024 amendments to FRS 102. We 

support the intent to enhance comparability , transparency  and sector-specif ic guidance. Our comments f ocus on practical implementation, clarity  on grants and 

impairment, and ensuring costs/benef its are balanced.

In addition to the comment in the response, we consider that f urther practical examples in relation to cost allocation between tenure ty pes would be benef icial.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes We consider that it would be benef icial to hav e clearer guidance around grant recy cling. This could include guidance on timing, measurement and rev isiting historic transactions f or recy cled grant liabilities. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Citizen Anna McOwen Registered Prov ider (England) No. No. Yes. Yes. Yes, we agree that a contribution to increased env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose objectiv es should be added to the list of  capitalisation criteria. As ESG becomes ev er more important in our 

sector, we need to be both inv esting in our homes to prolong their lif e but also to improv e the liv es of  our customers and ease f uel pov erty .

Yes.

We consider that the example giv en in the draf t 

SORP of  ongoing costs to house the tenant(s) of  

the disposed housing property  in a new housing 

property  represent costs associated with the 

ongoing tenancy , and not the property  that has 

been disposed of .

The clarif ication of  treatment f or calculating net 

disposal proceeds aligns with the approach taken 

with Regeneration projects, where there is a 

rev enue cost to rehousing tenants but no 

associated disposal proceeds.

In part. We agree with the wording in the draf t SORP regarding the 

timing of  recognition of  an impairment and the timing of  derecognition 

of  the remaining asset upon demolition. As an RP with a substantial 

regeneration programme, this ref lects the approach that we are 

currently  taking. Howev er, there are areas in the Basis of  Conclusion 

that we f eel require rev ision. We agree that the approv al of  a 

regeneration scheme shall be considered an indicator that a housing 

asset may  be impaired and as such the entity  shall measure the 

recov erable amount of  the asset and compare to the carry ing 

amount. As an impairment, we would expect this to be recognised 

immediately  in the SOCI. In the Basis of  Conclusion, there is 

ref erence to ‘For example, if  the building is due to be demolished in 2 

y ears time then a shortening of  the usef ul lif e would be expected and 

the net book v alue of  the asset would be depreciated ov er the 2 

y ears (being the remaining usef ul economic lif e)’, which we f eel is 

ambiguous requires re-wording to clarif y  that it is the remaining NBV 

af ter impairment that would be depreciated ov er the remaining 2 

y ears in the example.

In part. As an RP undertaking ongoing regeneration programmes, 

exchange of  assets is something that we are v ery  f amiliar with.

In order to align the treatment with that of  regeneration schemes, 

we consider that the decision to proceed with an exchange of  

assets should be considered to be the trigger to impair the 

structure and components of  the buildings (but not the land), 

leav ing a NBV relating to the land on the SoFP.

Howev er, depending on the nature of  the agreement, the actual 

demolition of  the buildings may  be carried out by  either the RP 

(prior to handing ov er the land to the dev eloper), or by  the 

dev eloper (af ter the land has been handed ov er). If  the demolition 

is carried out by  the dev eloper, the RP may  not know the exact 

timing of  the demolition, and so derecognition of  the building (with 

£Nil NBV) at the time of  demolition could be problematical.

Where a property  is demolished prior to the exchange of  assets, 

we agree that this should be considered to be a disposal and be 

derecognised by  the RP. Howev er, where both the property  and 

the land are handed ov er intact to a dev eloper, we consider that 

both the land and the buildings (which by  then will hav e £Nil NBV) 

should be derecognised at the time that the exchange assets are 

handed ov er and recognised in the RP.

For simplicity , we suggest that the wording be rev ised to make 

clear that derecognition of  the property  (i.e. the structure and 

components of  the buildings, but not the land), should occur at the 

earlier of  demolition or handov er to the dev eloper, whichev er 

comes f irst.

Yes, although there remains a risk that older, historical transactions that occurred back in the history  of  an amalgamated group may  not be known and captured.

If  suf f icient inf ormation has been disclosed in the accounts disclosure notes, retrospectiv e application by  means of  a PYA should not be a problem. If  f urther detail regarding the original grant application is required (e.g. the exact date that the grant was receiv ed), it may  be necessary  

to contact Homes England to request such inf ormation. RP’s that f ind themselv es in this position will need to f actor this into their SORP implementation timescales.

Yes.

Without rectif ication of  the land, it would not be possible to obtain planning permission to replace the 

building in the same location. As this is an essential element of  spend as part of  the replacement 

scheme, we agree that it is appropriate f or it to be included in DRC calculations.

Yes, although we do think that additional areas will become apparent as we work through the detailed implementation of  the new SORP.	As this is a 

signif icant change in the SORP. It may  be helpf ul/wise to put in place a mechanism that allows f or additional questions to be raised and the answers 

made av ailable to all.

No.

The guidance in paragraphs 8.8 to 8.16 in the 

SORP are not easy  to read and interpret and would 

benef it f rom rewording and clearer examples in the 

Basis of  Conclusion document.

Whilst we understand the rationale explained in the 

Basis of  Conclusion document regarding the 

dif f erential treatment between peppercorn rents 

and below market v alue rents, it still f eels 

somewhat irrational that the pay ment of  a 

peppercorn rent on one property  would be treated 

dif f erently  f or accounting purposes to the 

pay ment of , say , 50% of  market rent on an 

identical property .

We consider that the numbers of  peppercorn rent 

transactions are likely  to be signif icantly  higher 

than the number of  below market rent transactions. 

The numbers of  properties that might be af f ected 

by  below market rent agreements are unlikely  to 

be signif icant, and it may  theref ore be necessary  

f or the RP to consider the materiality  of  the 

transactions.

There is a ty po in paragraph 8.10, which should 

begin with the word ‘Where’ instead of  ‘There’.

Yes. Yes. It makes sense to base the maturity  analy sis of  lease pay ments in line with the 30-y ear 

timef rame of  the annual FFR submitted to the RSH. Howev er, we would note that assuming no 

change in the rate of  CPI inf lation ov er the 30-y ear period will mean that the disclosure will not directly  

agree to the disclosures in the FFR, which could lead to additional queries being raised by  the RSH.

The calculation of  this maturity  analy sis will become signif icantly  more complicated and time-

consuming should the re-introduction of  a f orm of  rent restructuring be introduced in a f uture Rent 

Standard (announcement currently  expected in January  2026). It would be helpf ul if  the SORP could 

ref erence this expected change and possibly  include a worked example of  how it would impact the 

disclosures.

Yes. Yes.

We hav e a number of  leasehold f lats in a high-rise block 

which are subject to f ixed serv ice charges and where we 

are not able to recharge s20 major works to the 

leaseholders. Regulation in respect of  building saf ety  and 

decarbonisation will require work to be undertaken on these 

properties that cannot be recharged to the leaseholder, 

and this will theref ore result in the creation of  a prov ision 

under the draf t SORP, and possibly  the creation of  a 

related asset.

It may  be helpf ul to include something along these lines 

as a practical example within the Basis of  Conclusion 

document.

Yes. We agree that serv ice charges should be treated as non-lease 

components and accounted f or separately , as this will improv e 

the transparency  of  the f inancial statements, particularly  f or 

RP’s with larger numbers of  Af f ordable Rent properties.

We consider that f or both f ixed and v ariable serv ice charges, 

ov er a 12-month period we would expect all serv ices to be 

deliv ered (whether they  be weekly , monthly  or annual), and that 

treating serv ice charges as a bundle should be the def ault 

position.

The rev ised guidance on sinking f unds ref lects the principle in 

FRS102 of  not netting of f  transactions. We are in agreement 

with this, but recognise that this will impact the SOCI by  

increasing both rev enue and costs when expenditure is incurred 

and charged to the sinking f und.

Yes. Yes. It makes sense to prov ide consistency  and 

comparability  across each of  the jurisdictions and 

consistency  with other PBE SORPs.	Howev er, the 

commencement of  the employ ee bandings at 

£60,000 per annum has not been rev ised in the 

Accounting Direction f or many  y ears. Salary  

inf lation in the interv ening y ears is resulting in 

many  more employ ees being included in the 

bandings. We recognise that the £60,000 start point 

is consistent with the Charities SORP, but would 

encourage dialogue regarding plans f or the f uture 

rev ision of  this lev el.

Clarion Housing Group Financial Reporting Registered Prov ider (England) No comment. Chapter 12 Impairment of  assets: we strongly  recommend this chapter is reordered so that stock is cov ered at the *start* of  the chapter, in line with the ordering of  

FRS 102 Section 27 Impairment of  Assets. The rules f or the impairment of  stock are comparativ ely  straightf orward, and it makes sense to cov er these brief  

requirements at the start of  the chapter, *bef ore* non-stock complications such as indicators of  impairment and serv ice potential are introduced.

Agree. Agree. Agree. Agree. Agree. Clarion already  has a policy  of  accelerating the depreciation 

of  assets when a reduction in the usef ul lif e has been identif ied, f or 

example where properties are v acated ahead of  planned demolition.

As part of  the consultation, would it be possible to prov ide an 

example of  a transaction where a social landlord transf ers land in 

exchange f or housing assets, which shows how the accounting 

would v ary  if  the land is derecognised at 1) the point of  initial 

transf er, v ersus 2) when the exchange of  assets is completed? 

And if  the proposed treatment is conf irmed, please could 2) be 

included as the example in the f inal SORP?

"We do not agree with the proposed change in treatement. Although Clarion is usually  the selling landlord, and so should not be materially  directly  af f ected, we share the concerns of  other landlords in the sector, particularly  as they  are the purchasers of  the estates that Clarion 

regularly  ""swaps out"" as part of  its rationalisation strategy .

Double entry  means that in order to now recognise the grant as an actual (not contingent) liability , the deemed cost of  the related property  assets is inf lated to compensate. Thus the accounting issue is merely  mov ed f rom one part of  the Statement of  Financial Position to another.

We do not f eel that this justif ies the ef f ort required to process this change, and deal with any  impacts to f inancial reporting, f or example cov enants such as gearing or operating surplus.

In particular, a restatement is likely  to be a signif icant amount of  work f or those social landlords who hav e acquired properties through high-v olume and/or repeated stock transactions. Additionally , these transactions hav e now been taking place f or a f ew decades, and the longer the 

period of  time that has since passed, the harder it is likely  to be to ascertain the necessary  details.

As a compromise, we suggest that this change only  applies to properties acquired in accounting periods starting on or af ter 1 April 2026, so as to not retrospectiv ely  af f ect any  transactions that were appraised and entered into under the old rules."

Agree. The cost of  land should include all amounts necessary  in bringing it into the condition necessary  

f or the start of  construction. This includes resolv ing any  def ects (which should normally  be identif ied as 

part of  due diligence and so implicitly  included in the agreed purchase price) as well as the cost of  

demolishing redundant buildings (which contributed nothing to the agreed purchase price, and would 

otherwise be in the way  of  the new dev elopment).

No comment. No comment. Yes "We do not agree with the approach.

We understand the aim of  FRS 102 20.121 - essentially , to remind the user of  the f inancial 

statements that rental income in the f uture can nev er be absolutely  guaranteed. Howev er, we f eel that 

making assumptions about lease attrition and inf lationary  increases in order to prov ide estimated 

f igures in a table f ormat is the wrong approach.

Social landlords in England hav e a v ery  low v oid rate of  less than 2% (Global Accounts 23/24) f or the 

v ery  simple reason that people will alway s need somewhere to liv e and we prov ide some of  the most 

af f ordable housing av ailable. Restricting the disclosure strictly  to those leases in place at the reporting 

date may  be technically  correct, but the result is misleading as almost all properties which become 

v acant as a result of  leases ending will be f illed by  another tenant. The assets we lease out are 

alway s in demand - there is v irtually  no risk that renting homes will go ""out of  f ashion"", say  due to 

changes in technology  or increased af f ordability  of  home ownership.

Thus we propose that the aim of  20.121 is cov ered of f  through a narrativ e disclosure which cov ers the 

relev ant opportunities and risks relating to rental income, such as:

""In the y ear ended 31 March 2027, the prov ider recognised rental income of  £100 million, net of  £3 

million of  rent lost due to v oid properties. The rental income which will be recognised in f uture y ears is 

af f ected by :

1) Inf lation. The Rent Standard currently  in place allows f or annual rent increases of  CPI plus 1%. As 

a result, rents f rom 1 April 2027 hav e increased by  3.2%.

2) Voids. The prov ider has assumed in its 30-y ear business plan that v oid loss will be between 1.9% 

and 3.2%. This low rate ref lects a continuing high-demand f or af f ordable housing.

3) Attrition. The prov ider's tenancies are subject to a number of  dif f erent f ixed terms and minimum 

notice periods. While the prov ider can't accurately  f oresee when the tenancies in place at 31 March 

2027 will ev entually  end, it is conf ident that properties v acated in the f uture will be re-tenanted in short 

time, as seen f rom the low v oid rate assumed in its business plan."""

No comment. Agree. In the y ear ended 31 March 2025 we recognised a 

number of  prov isions relating to building works, including a 

number where a constructiv e obligation had been f ormed 

through communications to the tenants by  the reporting 

date.

We agree this guidance is suf f icient. At least f or now. As this repairs allowance has only  been in place f or a couple 

of  y ears, the main issue we hav e is in practice: a lack of  claims history  on which to base our expected outf low.

Yes. And we also appreciate the ef f ort made by  the SORP 

Working Party  to look deeper into serv ice charge accounting, 

which is clear f rom both the additional guidance in the draf t 

SORP as well as the cov erage in the basis of  conclusion.

No comment. Our only  concern is that the requirements are only  

present in one or the other (the worst-case scenario 

being *slightly * dif f erent requirements in two 

dif f erent documents). We note that the approach is 

still being discussed and presume this risk is being 

cov ered as part of  those discussions.

Gloucester City  Homes Andrew Pickerv ance Registered Prov ider (England) No. Not y et. Yes we do. We do believ e the SORP prov ides suf f icient clarity . Yes, we agree. NHF just need to ensure that any  additional 

requirements implemented by  the regulator, are assessed to 

ensure they  add v alue to the statements.

We do agree with 6.26(d), but does this also apply  to the cost of  dev eloping green space as part of  a regeneration project. The green space increases env ironmental benef its. Yes we agree with the amendment. Yes. Yes, and Yes. Yes, the current method is f lawed. We hav e not acquired stock f rom another RP. Yes. Yes we do, no other areas spring to mind. Yes, we believ e this to be the sensible approach. Yes. Yes, Yes. Yes, this is v ery  usef ul, particularly  around waiv ers to 

leaseholders.

Yes. Yes they  make sense. Yes Yes

Grampian Housing Association Finance Manager Registered Social Landlord 

(Scotland)

Grampian Housing f eel that all sections within the FRS 102 hav e been addressed by  the proposed SORP 2026 For the disclosure of  the stock swap in the SOFP going back since the inception of  the RSL may  be unrealistic. Due the age of  the stock exchanges, we may  

struggle to obtain the particulars of  this inf ormation. We also seek f urther clarity  on section 9.11. Is recharging through serv ice charges the only  way  in which the 

social landlord should be obtaining the repairs?

Yes Yes Yes, We agree. No additional criteria is required at this stage Yes Yes Yes, we agree and we f eel the treatment is ref lectiv e of  the 

relationship

Yes to agree with the amendment but we hav e concerns about implementation of  this retrospectiv ely . Some of  this could be going back 50 y ears which is a concern of  the av ailability  of  this inf ormation. Yes, we agree Yes, we agree. No specif ic areas at this point. Yes Yes, we agree. Yes, we agree. Yes, we agree. We seek f urther clarity  on section 9.11. Is recharging 

through serv ice charges the only  way  in which the social 

landlord should be obtaining the repairs? Rechargeable 

repairs are also used to obtain money  where the 

tenant/customer is liable. For example, the state of  a 

property ’s condition due to lack of  care f rom the 

customers part.

Yes, the guidance is suf f icient Yes Yes Yes

Greatwell Homes Clare Fly nn Registered Prov ider (England) No, the SORP is comprehensiv e in its cov erage Nothing f urther. Yes, the SORP should apply  to both as it is clear to ref erence FRS102 in the 

ev ent of  any  issues. I f eel the SORP prov ides the clarity  needed with 

working in a non-prof it association but hav ing not worked in a f or prof it I am 

unclear whether it cov ers all bases.

I Agree. I agree with the proposed additions, although remain unclear of  the dif f erence between section 6.25 and 6.26 (d). 6.25 states components are de-recognised where components are enhanced as a result of  

new legislation or to achiev e sustainability  targets and 6.26 (d) states works can be added to the carry ing amount to the extent they  prov ide an incremental benef it including 'a contribution to increased 

env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose objectiv es' - I f eel this is ambiguous and remain unclear on the boundaries.

I agree. I agree. Yes, I agree. Further guidance on how to account f or components 

that exchange would be benef icial - are they  separately  disclosed 

on their UEL or wrapped up within the ov erall property  cost.

Further clarity  would be helpf ul when ref erencing the 'original' grant and 'f ull amount of  the grant' - does that mean the true original grant amended f or any  historical amortisation or the does the 'original' amount become that transf erred under the exchange. Yes, agreed. I agree. Yes. I agree. I agree. I agree. I agree It would be helpf ul f or a 'repair obligation' to be def ined and included within the glossary . Yes. Yes I agree.

Halton Housing Louise Frost Registered Prov ider (England) Group structures are common within the housing sector and these usually  contain social landlords alongside entities 

with other legal status’ (e.g. companies). Limited company  entities may  be required to adopt FRS102 in f ull rather 

than take adv antage of  the simplif ications/exemptions prov ided in the SORP particularly  in relation to:

•	lessor disclosure of  a maturity  analy sis of  lease pay ments receiv able by  lessors

•	lessee exemptions f or f inance lease accounting policies etc

Guidance on how these may  impact/be dealt with in consolidated accounts and disclosures may  be helpf ul. For 

example, we hav e a commercial subsidiary  with market rent properties. Within the subsidiary  accounts we will need 

to f ollow FRS102 in f ull in relation to maturity  analy sis of  lease pay ments (it will be unable to take adv antage of  

simplif ication). Within Group accounts the simplif ied method could be adopted so in ef f ect we will be required to 

prepare two disclosures f or the subsidiary .

As the SORP working party  acknowledged in the case of  some ty pes of  rental, such as af f ordable rent, it may  be more complex to apportion the consideration 

between rent and serv ice charges due to the customer pay ing a single price under the agreement. As the combined price is set and the income recognition period f or 

each element will remain as ov er one y ear this is likely  to be merely  a presentational adjustment.

Gov ernment rent standards, f unding guidance and tenancy  agreements specif y  that the rental amount is inclusiv e of  serv ice charges f or certain tenancies (e.g. 

af f ordable rents). Annual rent increases and Statistical Data Returns require reporting of  one price. If  solely  f or accounting purposes there is a requirement f or two or 

more prices the result will be two data sets f or single price tenures (one combined f or Regulatory /Customer reporting and one split f or accounts purposes).

Whilst the Regulatory /Customer reporting data set will be updated annually  based on inf lation as per Gov ernment Policy . The accounting data set will require a f ull 

recalculation/estimation each y ear as it won’t be determined by  a set policy  but linked to the cost of  the serv ice.

The requirement f or separate recognition of  rents and serv ices charges, where there is one rent charge, will theref ore create a signif icant administrativ e burden ev en 

allowing f or an element of  estimation. Giv en the specif ic nature of  serv ice charges and the signif icant v ariation between properties ev en estimation will be a v ery  

time-consuming exercise.

It is questionable whether the resultant disclosure will prov ide any  benef it to readers of  f inancial statements (estimations used will likely  negate this f urther) 

suf f iciently  to outweigh the additional administration required.

Giv en the dependency  between the two elements in that any  serv ice charges income is solely  because of  the lease – without the lease of  an underly ing property  

asset there would be no serv ice charge. RPs tend not to of f er the indiv idual elements within serv ice charges as a stand-alone of f ering. FRS 102 allows f or lessees to 

take an exemption f rom splitting non-lease components f rom lease accounting calculations. It would be usef ul if  the SORP working party  could consider whether this 

exemption (or a similar f orm of  it) could be adopted/utilised f or single priced rental income to remov e the administrativ e burden that will result f rom a requirement f or 

RPs to disclose separately . Alternativ ely , could the SORP set out an appropriate simplif ied methodology  that could be used to satisf y  this requirement.

Yes, the purpose of  the SORP is to prov ide f urther guidance and 

clarif ication, f rom that contained in FRS102, ov er accounting treatment of  

activ ities that are specif ic to the social housing sector. As both non-prof it 

social landlords and f or prof it-landlords operate in the sector and are both 

regulated by  the Regulator of  Social Housing (RSH) it is appropriate that the 

SORP applies to both ty pes of  social landlord. This will ensure consistent 

f inancial reporting across the sector and is in line with the requirements f or 

both ty pes of  social landlord to comply  with the RSH Accounts Directiv e and 

complete the same RSH Returns.

Yes, the SORP is suf f iciently  clear on the distinction between non-prof it 

social landlords and f or-prof it social landlords and throughout the SORP it is 

clear where particular sections are/or aren’t relev ant f or each of  them.

Yes, It aligns the requirement f or an annual report with those 

prov iders that the RSH def ines as large (more than 1,000 

homes). The inclusion of  an annual report prov ides 

stakeholders with an ov erv iew of  an entity ’s activ ities, 

f inancial and non-f inancial perf ormance and f uture and can 

prov ide v aluable context. Extending the requirement to 

entities with more than 1,000 homes should prov ide greater 

transparency  and consistency  of  reporting across large 

prov iders. As the SORP is not prescriptiv e as to f orm and 

content of  the Annual Report it allows f lexibility  so as not to 

ov er burden smaller prov iders.

Yes, the additional capitalisation criteria specif ically  ref erenced in relation to “a contribution to increased env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose objectiv es (f or example decarbonisation)” prov ides 

usef ul clarity  that such costs can be capitalised which should ensure more consistency  with accounting treatments determined by  preparers and agreed with auditors.

Yes, clarif ication as to ty pes of  cost that shouldn’t 

be included is helpf ul.

Yes, we hav e a regeneration project currently  in progress whereby  2 

of  our existing apartment blocks will be demolished and this aligns 

with the approach we f ollowed. At the point that our Board approv ed 

the demolition and redev elopment of  each block we f ully  impaired the 

buildings. We considered shortening the UEL and accelerating 

depreciation but as timescales were relativ ely  short and no proceeds 

were expected f ull impairment was determined as a more appropriate 

accounting treatment. The buildings continue to be recognised but at 

nil v alue and we intend to derecognise/dispose at the point the 

buildings are demolished.

Yes, the accounting treatments proposed within the additional 

section in relation to exchange of  assets and the treatment of  

building disposals on land exchanged should ensure consistency  of  

reporting and f airly  ref lect the substance of  exchange 

transactions.

Yes, the amended treatment brings grant receiv ed as part of  stock transf ers in line with the treatment f or other grant f unding in relation to housing properties. The inf ormation detailed in the existing disclosure note is suf f icient to enable the change to be implemented. It more 

accurately  ref lects the substance of  the transaction and the principle that grant should be accounted f or as the original recipient would treat it. Grant liabilities across the sector would be more v isible as at present there could be signif icant amounts ‘of f  balance sheet’.

The contingent liability  disclosure prov ides details of  the transaction f rom which the grant is deriv ed and the total grant liability . As the grant is attached to indiv idual properties the total allocated to indiv idual properties acquired must also be known to enable accurate derecognition and 

recy cle/repay ment on disposal of  an indiv idual property .

We currently  record all grant irrespectiv e of  how deriv ed within our Asset & Liability  Register but only  grant recognised as def erred income within our f ixed asset register (as a negativ e component linked to the property  asset). The change will enable us to record all grant within our f ixed 

asset register and improv e v isibility  and ef f iciency  in processes in relation to identif y ing and accounting f or grant that is disposed of  that hasn’t prev iously  been recognised within the f inancial statements. This will reduce any  potential risk that grant is ov erlooked when a property  

obtained v ia stock transf er is disposed.

Yes, rectif ication costs would be a relev ant cost to f actor into the impairment calculations in such 

scenarios.

Yes, the SORP addresses the two ty pes of  leases accounting that will hav e most impact on the f inancial statements of  social landlords, i.e. lessor 

accounting (f or housing properties subject to a lease arrangement (rent agreements) with customers) and lessee accounting whereby  a social landlord 

leases an asset f rom a third party . The changes in respect of  lessor accounting are considered in other questions (e.g. non-lease elements (serv ice 

charges) and disclosure of  maturity  analy sis). Within lessee accounting the changes to FRS 102 result in signif icant changes to the way  lessees 

account f or leases with most leases now being required to be treated as f inance leases (right of  use asset and lease liability  recognised on balance 

sheet). The requirement to take av ailable exemptions in respect of  short-term leases will reduce the potential administrativ e burden on preparers.

Yes, there will be many  agreement at less than 

market rent in place across the sector and the 

particulars of  each arrangement will dif f erent. The 

guidance included within the SORP will assist 

social landlords in determining the accounting 

treatment f or their specif ic arrangement (e.g. 

whether there is a lease and theref ore a right of  

use asset/lease liability  with pay ments subsidised 

by  either a grant or non-exchange transaction). The 

SORP prov ides usef ul examples and signposts to 

the other relev ant sections of  the SORP/FRS102 

which is also helpf ul.

Yes, the unsold % of  shared ownership properties 

continue to meet the def inition of  a lease as the 

shared ownership customer has the right of  use of  an 

identif ied non-low v alue asset (i.e. the shared 

ownership property ). As all the rights of  ownership 

only  transf er to the customer when/if  they  opt to f ully  

staircase shared ownership should be treated as an 

operating lease and theref ore accounting treatment 

should be unchanged.

As set out in the Basis of  Conclusion the disclosure of  a maturity  analy sis of  lease pay ments 

presents signif icant challenges giv en the v ary ing tenures, lease terms and assumptions in respect of  

rent increases which would result in a signif icant administrativ e burden f or preparers. The resultant 

disclosure may  not add any  v alue to the reader and there would be inconsistency  of  assumptions and 

reporting periods leading to inconsistency  across the sector. The proposed simplif ications and example 

disclosure satisf y  the essence of  FRS102, will be relativ ely  straightf orward to produce, should result 

in greater consistency  in reporting and are theref ore welcomed.

It would howev er be usef ul if  the SORP clarif ied whether the proposed simplif ied disclosure note at 

8.22 of  the SORP should include amounts receiv able f rom all leases or merely  social housing lettings 

(e.g. should it also include any  market rent and/or commercial rental income disclosed within non-

social housing lettings within the f inancial statements). If  non social housing lettings income is not 

included would a similar disclosure also be required f or this, where material?

Yes. The requirement to take the recognition exemption f or short term leases f or all leases 

where the lease term is less than 12 months will reduce the potential administrativ e burden 

on preparers. The requirement f or right-of -use assets to be included in the same line item of  

the f inancial statements as owned assets may  enhance consistency  and comparability  

across the sector.

Yes, the additional guidance prov ides greater clarity  as to 

when a prov ision should be made and usef ul sector 

specif ic examples of  instances that would satisf y  the 

criteria f or making a prov ision as well as those that would 

not.

Yes, guidance is suf f icient. It sets out the considerations social landlords need to make and prov ides examples f or 

determining/calculating any  prov ision at the outset and throughout the period.

Yes, agree that sinking f unds should be treated as a pay ment in 

adv ance (held within def erred income on balance sheet) and only  

recognised as rev enue when the perf ormance obligation (e.g. 

major repairs completed or components replaced) is satisf ied.

Yes, there will be many  Contracts with Customers in place across 

the sector and the particulars of  each contract will v ary . The 

guidance included within the SORP will assist social landlords in 

determining the accounting treatment f or their specif ic contract(s) 

in areas specif ic to the sector particularly  in relation to serv ice 

charges. The f iv e-step model will need to be f ollowed f or 

determining the recognition of  rev enue f or each contract and each 

step is considered in some detail within the Basis of  Conclusion in 

respect of  serv ice charges. The table of  considerations (on page 

5) will be usef ul to social landlords when they  are considering 

rev enue recognition of  any  other Contracts with Customers.

Yes, if  it is a transf er and we don’t hav e employ ee 

benef it disclosures in two separate documents 

prepared by  dif f erent bodies as ov er time there 

could be a risk of  dif f ering requirements in each 

document which could result in conf usion and lack 

of  clarity  in reporting.

Home Group Limited Emily  Martin Registered Prov ider (England) No No Yes and Yes Yes Yes, the proposed addition to the criteria is helpf ul. We f eel there could also be more clarity  added with regards to building saf ety  works as this is a sizeable and broad area of  spend f or most housing 

associations, across a wide range of  properties.

Yes Yes, this prov ides greater clarity  and consistence on the accounting 

treatment within the sector. Howev er, a question mark remains on the 

accounting treatment of  the grant. Is the amortisation also 

accelerated giv en that the UEL of  the asset has changed and both 

FRS102 and SORP (section 11.19) state the grant should be 

amortised ov er the expected usef ul lif e of  the asset and be matched 

to the depreciation? There f eels a disconnect with grant guidance as 

we can’t f ind ref erence to regeneration projects in The Capital 

Funding Guide so there may  not alway s be a “relev ant ev ent” that 

triggers a repay ment/recy cle of  the grant. If  the property  is v oid f or 

> 12 months or will be demolished as part of  the regeneration then it 

is a “relev ant ev ent” so Homes England would need to be inf ormed 

and grant either repaid or recy cled, but it is unclear if  the accelerated 

amortisation would be allowed. This could be an issue f or longer 

regeneration schemes that cross ov er f inancial y ears. Guidance ov er 

this would be appreciated.

Yes this prov ides helpf ul clarity . Yes, we agree with this approach f or transactions f rom 1 April 2026 but question the requirement to implement retrospectiv ely .

This is because we hav e a number of  historic transf ers with a v alue of  £237.5m currently  disclosed in the f inancial statements. These mainly  arose on transactions in the 1990’s and, as such, obtaining the detailed inf ormation f rom that time may  prov e dif f icult and onerous. A 

summary  of  the grant that was transf erred on each transaction was remov ed as a consolidation adjustment at the time and so we only  hav e the v ery  high-lev el inf ormation. Sy stem implementations in the subsequent y ears also mean that the inf ormation is not readily  av ailable.

In our opinion, it would make more sense f or this change to be implemented f rom 1 April 2026, to ensure consistency  across the sector and to reduce the burden on housing associations of  searching f or historical inf ormation which may  no longer be av ailable.

Yes Yes, although it would be benef icial f or the f ollowing to be addressed. (1) Could the SORP include a practical expedient on transition f or low-v alue assets 

that are immaterial, as per the Charity  and NHS SORP. (2) Could there also be an expedient at transition to initially  recognise leases on the balance 

sheet at a portf olio-lev el f or those leases which are similar (same asset class, remaining term, etc). Current guidance only  mentions a portf olio discount 

rate. (3) Guidance on short-term assets – e.g. we hav e a number of  commercial v ehicles (> 400) that are all on a rolling 1-month term. In reality , the 

v ehicles are likely  to be leased f or a period of  up to 3 y ears. Guidance around whether these should be classif ied as short-term leases or reclassif ied as 

a right-of -use asset would be helpf ul. (4) Could the SORP also prov ide practical standard templates to ensure consistency  across the sector. These 

could include calculation of  the lease liabilities, discount rate assessment, etc. (5) Not a signif icant point, but the majority  of  our leases, as lessee, don’t 

hav e an interest rate implicit in the lease and so we will need to use our incremental borrowing rate. Whilst this is straightf orward f or us to calculate, 

other HA’s may  need a bit more guidance in this area such as a worked example.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Our understanding this relates to only  the properties qualif y ing under the 2021 Shared Ownership Model. Could this 

be made clearer in SORP section 9.12.

An illustrativ e example may  be helpf ul as our understanding is that the rules around the £500pa repair obligation are 

not straightf orward and any  remaining amount rolls f orward to the next y ear but not necessarily  in perpetuity  f or the 

f ull 10 y ears, with the maximum at any  one time af ter y ear 2 being £1,000? NB: this is v ery  low v alue f or us at 

present, but may  become signif icant in the f uture, so we don’t hav e a worked example to share at present.

Yes, based on requirements of  FRS102, the conclusions 

reached are appropriate. Howev er, depending on materiality , 

could there then be a expectation to include v ariable serv ice 

charge income as a “Source of  Estimation Uncertainty ” in the 

accounts?

Whilst this won’t be applicable to all RP’s, our contract income 

f rom Supported and Care contracts is approximately  the same as 

our serv ice charge income, so a signif icant amount of  rev enue. 

Some contracts can be quite complex. We hav en’t started looking 

at the detail behind this y et, but additional guidance in this area, or 

a worked example may  be helpf ul. In addition, due to the v olume 

of  contracts, could similar contracts with the same customer be 

bundled together when assessing the 5-step approach, prov ided 

perf ormance obligation are the same?

Yes

Housing 21 Andrew Shaw Registered Prov ider (England) Yes, but I wouldn't want the requirements of  f or-prof it social landlords to be 

f orced upon non-social landlords where there is not clear benef it to do so.

Yes We support the underly ing objectiv e of  paragraph 6.26(d) to strengthen consistency  and discipline in the capitalisation of  subsequent expenditure on housing properties. Howev er, we consider that the 

proposed criteria, as currently  draf ted, are too narrowly  f ramed and do not f ully  ref lect the operational and economic realities of  complex and supported housing, particularly  older persons’ accommodation.

Nature of  the expenditure

Our organisation incurs signif icant and recurring expenditure on replacing integral building components that f ormed part of  the original build cost. This includes, but is not limited to:

digital warden call and telecare sy stems,

f ire detection, alarm and lif e-saf ety  sy stems, and

other technology -enabled inf rastructure integral to the accommodation of f er.

These components are:

f undamental to the saf e operation of  the buildings,

integral to meeting the current and f uture needs of  residents, and

expected to deliv er serv ice potential ov er a considerable period, of ten comparable to other recognised asset components.

Howev er, such expenditure may  not alway s meet the proposed criteria in paragraph 6.26(d), particularly  where:

the replacement does not increase capacity  or phy sical output,

the original component cannot be readily  identif ied or reliably  derecognised (especially  in legacy  stock), or

the inv estment is driv en by  legislativ e, regulatory  or technological change, rather than by  enhancement in a traditional asset sense.

Legislativ e, regulatory  and technological driv ers

In supported and specialist housing, expenditure of  this nature is f requently  required to:

comply  with new or ev olv ing legislation and regulatory  standards (f or example, f ire saf ety  and building saf ety  requirements),

address technology  obsolescence, including mandated changes such as the transition f rom analogue to digital sy stems, and

ensure accommodation remains f it f or purpose, saf e and appropriate f or residents ov er the long term.

This ty pe of  expenditure is not routine repair or maintenance, nor does it simply  restore the asset to its prev ious condition. Rather, it represents necessary  long-term inv estment to sustain the serv ice 

potential of  the housing property  and the associated housing serv ice.

Concerns with the proposed draf ting

Without f urther clarif ication, the proposed wording risks:

inconsistent application across prov iders with complex or specialist stock,

increased v olatility  in reported surpluses, driv en by  signif icant costs being expensed rather than capitalised,

outcomes that do not ref lect the economic substance of  the expenditure, and

disproportionate impacts on prov iders of  older persons’ housing and supported accommodation, where technology -enabled sy stems are integral to the accommodation model.

There is also a risk that the emphasis on derecognition of  replaced components, without suf f icient ref erence to materiality  and practicability , may  be unrealistic f or older assets where original component 

v alues were not separately  identif ied at initial recognition.

Suggested clarif ication

We recommend that paragraph 6.26(d) is expanded to explicitly  recognise that subsequent expenditure may  be capitalised where it:

We note the close interaction between the proposed regeneration 

guidance (paragraphs 6.64–6.65) and the impairment requirements of  

FRS 102 Section 27. Where a decision has been made to demolish 

an existing building because it is unsaf e or not f it f or f uture use, the 

building may  hav e little or no remaining serv ice potential and may  

theref ore require impairment, potentially  to nil, prior to derecognition. 

Howev er, in many  cases the underly ing land will retain signif icant 

v alue and should be assessed separately  f or impairment. We 

recommend the SORP explicitly  clarif ies the sequencing and 

distinction between impairment of  buildings, derecognition on 

demolition, and the ongoing treatment of  land v alues, to av oid 

inconsistent application and unintended v olatility  in regeneration 

accounting. We note that the proposed regeneration guidance does 

not explicitly  address the treatment of  demolition costs. Where 

demolition is a necessary  and unav oidable pre-condition to 

constructing a new housing asset, we consider such costs to be 

directly  attributable to bringing the new asset to the location and 

condition necessary  f or its intended use, in line with FRS 102 Section 

17. This treatment is routinely  applied where land is acquired with an 

existing building that must be demolished. Without clarif ication, there 

is a risk of  inconsistent accounting outcomes between externally  

acquired dev elopment sites and internally  regenerated schemes. We 

recommend the SORP explicitly  conf irms that demolition costs 

incurred as part of  regeneration may  be capitalised as part of  the 

cost of  the new asset, subject to appropriate impairment and 

derecognition of  the existing building.

We hav e considered the amended treatment of  grant in stock transactions set out in paragraphs 6.74–6.75 of  the draf t SORP and the justif ication prov ided in the Basis of  Conclusion. While we understand the intention to improv e consistency , we do not agree that the proposed 

treatment appropriately  ref lects the economic substance of  grant obligations in stock transactions, nor do we believ e it is proportionate or practicable as draf ted.

Where housing stock is acquired with grant attached, the obligation to repay  or recy cle that grant:

•	does not arise on acquisition, and

•	only  cry stallises if  and when the prov ider chooses to dispose of  the asset in the f uture.

Until such a disposal decision is made, the prov ider has:

•	no unav oidable present obligation to repay  grant,

•	continued compliance with grant conditions through ongoing social housing use, and

•	f ull discretion ov er whether the triggering ev ent (disposal) will ev er occur.

On this basis, the obligation meets the def inition of  a contingent liability , rather than a present liability . Recognising transf erred grant as def erred income on acquisition anticipates a liability  that may  nev er arise and does not align with the principles of  FRS 102.

Interaction with acquisition pricing and EUV-SH. This concern is reinf orced by  how stock transactions are commonly  priced in practice.

In many  transactions between registered prov iders, the acquisition price itself  is negotiated by  ref erence to EUV-SH, or a closely  related discounted cash-f low model. That v aluation:

•	is based on f uture cashf lows,

•	assumes continued social housing use, and

•	embeds the economic impact of  historic grant, including regulated rents, use restrictions and disposal constraints.

As a result, the acquiring prov ider does not pay  a “market v alue plus grant”; it pay s a constrained social housing v alue that already  ref lects the ef f ect of  grant at initial recognition. Recognising transf erred grant as def erred income in addition to an EUV-SH-based acquisition price 

theref ore risks double-counting the impact of  grant, ov erstating liabilities and understating net asset v alues—particularly  where grant repay ment only  arises on a f uture discretionary  disposal.

The amended treatment appears to be driv en by  the principle that the acquiring prov ider should be treated “as if  it had originally  receiv ed the grant”. Howev er, this does not ref lect the economic reality  of  stock acquisitions, because:

•	no grant f unding has been receiv ed in cash or kind,

•	the prov ider has acquired an asset already  constrained in use, and

•	those constraints are already  ref lected in the transaction price.

The proposed treatment theref ore risks producing accounting outcomes that are disconnected f rom the economics of  the transaction.

We agree that additional examples are required. The single example currently  included in the draf t SORP is conf using and dif f icult to f ollow, particularly  in explaining:

•	the interaction between acquisition accounting and grant recognition, and

•	the point at which a present obligation arises.

We recommend clear, simplif ied examples cov ering:

•	a stock acquisition priced by  ref erence to EUV-SH with no intention to dispose, and

•	a subsequent disposal where the grant obligation cry stallises.

We also hav e concerns about the proposal to apply  this change retrospectiv ely . Historic disclosure notes of ten lack suf f icient detail to reconstruct f ull grant histories, consent conditions, asset-lev el allocations and remaining lif e prof iles. Retrospectiv e application would be judgement-

heav y , costly  and of  limited benef it, and risks inconsistent implementation across the sector.

we do not agree that the amended treatment in paragraphs 6.74–6.75 appropriately  ref lects the nature of  grant obligations in stock transactions where repay ment only  arises on a f uture discretionary  disposal. We believ e the obligation is contingent rather than present, that the 

interaction with EUV-SH-based acquisition pricing has not been considere

DRC is intended to ref lect the cost of  replacing the existing building with a modern equiv alent. Where a 

prov ider already  owns the land, replacement relates to the construction of  new homes rather than the 

acquisition of  land. Paragraph 12.30 explains that replacement cost should be adjusted to ref lect 

phy sical deterioration and obsolescence, concepts that apply  to assets whose serv ice potential is 

consumed ov er time, such as buildings. Costs of  rectif y ing impaired land are f uture enabling costs 

required to make a site usable, rather than costs that ref lect phy sical deterioration or obsolescence of  

an existing asset or the current v alue of  the land. Including these remediation costs within DRC 

increases the recov erable amount but does not introduce any  clear mechanism f or adjustment in line 

with paragraph 12.30. There is also a risk that the same remediation costs are ref lected both in DRC and 

again when capitalised as part of  regeneration or redev elopment works. We theref ore recommend the 

SORP clarif ies how remediation costs should be treated to ensure consistency  between paragraphs 

12.29 and 12.30

We consider the proposed accounting treatment 

f or peppercorn land arrangements to be 

disproportionate and of  limited v alue to users of  

the accounts. In circumstances where a social 

landlord has use of  land at a peppercorn rent, no 

lease liability  arises, no asset is recognised and 

there is no net impact on the income and 

expenditure account, requiring the estimation and 

ongoing reassessment of  notional market v alues 

introduces signif icant judgement, cost and 

complexity  without improv ing understanding of  the 

f inancial statements. The resulting f igures are 

inherently  hy pothetical, particularly  where land use 

is restricted to social housing and there is no 

observ able market, and risk ov erstating assets 

and def erred income while conv ey ing a f alse 

sense of  precision. In our v iew, this approach f ails 

the cost-benef it test and does not enhance f aithf ul 

representation. We consider that enhanced 

narrativ e disclosure of  the nature, duration and 

restrictions of  peppercorn land arrangements would 

prov ide clearer, more decision-usef ul inf ormation 

to users than mandatory  recognition based on 

highly  judgemental v aluations

More detail expected on each point would be usef ul Clarity  on “donated asset” v s “donated f acility /serv ice” classif ication

We support the requirement to consider the substance of  non-lease arrangements (donated 

asset v s f acility /serv ice), but the distinction will be dif f icult to apply  consistently  without 

additional guidance. In particular, the SORP should include clearer indicators and worked 

examples on:

arrangements that prov ide use of  land/property  f or long periods but not the f ull economic lif e 

of  the underly ing asset,

arrangements with rev ersion/termination clauses, and

arrangements linked to dev elopment obligations or nomination rights.

Without clearer examples, there is a risk of  inconsistent treatment across the sector and 

av oidable audit challenge.

3) Transition and implementation guidance

Giv en the scale of  leases across the sector, the SORP would benef it f rom more explicit 

transitional guidance and disclosure expectations f or f irst-time adoption of  Section 20, 

including:

how to apply  materiality  and practicality  to large v olumes of  low-v alue agreements,

expectations around documentation of  key  judgements (lease identif ication, sublease 

assessment, peppercorn ev aluation), and

consistent disclosure of  signif icant judgements and estimation uncertainty  where v aluation 

techniques are used.

4) Disclosures – support, but av oid unnecessary  complexity

We support the proposal to require disclosure of  assumptions used f or lessor maturity  

analy ses (e.g., shared ownership lease pay ments receiv able) as this improv es 

understandability . Howev er, Chapter 8 should be caref ul not to introduce disclosure 

requirements that imply  greater precision than is achiev able. Where long-term cashf lows 

depend on policy  (rent-setting) and behav ioural assumptions (e.g., staircasing), disclosures 

should f ocus on the key  driv ers and sensitiv ities, not unnecessary  granularity .

Yes

JLL Marc Burns Social Housing Valuer No. The f ollowing comments relate principally  to question 11, but the f orm is def ectiv e and will not accept paragraphs in that answer box, which makes it impossible to 

read the text clearly .

In relation to the tests set out in the Basis of  Conclusion document, as to whether or not a lease constitutes a f inance lease, there is a ref erence to whether or not 

“the lease term is f or the major part of  the economic lif e of  the underly ing asset”. The response deals with assured shorthold tenancies and lif etime tenancies. But it 

does not hav e regard to the implications of  the Renters' Rights Act, which will abolish assured shorthold tenancies f rom 1 May  2026, replacing them with periodic 

tendencies which may  only  be ended on certain grounds, and through the courts. This may  be a point on which the SORP working party  has ref lected since the Act 

receiv ed Roy al Assent on 27 October 2025. But, if  not, consideration does need to be giv en.

In relation to the “the present v alue of  the lease pay ments amounting to at least substantially  all of  the f air v alue of  the underly ing asset”, if  the periodic tendency  is 

assumed to continue f or a long period, and the f air v alue would presumably  be assessed on an EUV-SH basis, then arguably  the present v alue of  the lease 

pay ments (ev en if  assessed as net rents) would certainly  amount to substantially  all of  the f air v alue of  the asset, because that is what EUV-SH means, in essence.

We are not sure where this takes us, but it's certainly  a point to be giv en consideration in our v iew. We are not in a position to say , as v aluers rather than 

accountants, but it may  hav e a bearing on the conclusion that standard rental agreements f or tenanted social housing properties should be considered as operating 

leases.

In relation to the comments on maturity  analy sis f or lessors, again, as a result of  the Renters' Rights Act, it is no longer the case that intermediate rent agreements 

would hav e a guaranteed minimum period of  six months. We are not sure what the implications of  this may  be in accounting terms, although as a comment on the 

basis of  common sense, it would presumably  not be dif f icult f or an RP to demonstrate that a tenant is (rather than is not) reasonably  certain to extend the tenancy  

f or the long-term. Any one meeting the entry  criteria to social housing, ev en at intermediate rent, must be in housing need and theref ore, whilst circumstances could 

change, on balance of  probability , the tenant is likely  to remain f or a much longer period than that dictated by  the minimum notice period.

Again in relation to the tests set out in the Basis of  Conclusion document, could specialist f orms of  supported housing f all f oul of  the f inal element of  the tests, 

relating to the nature of  the underly ing asset and “major modif ications?” The tests as summarised suggest not, but we are not so sure that such modif ications would 

not be suf f icient to constitute “a specialised nature” f or supported housing assets.

In relation to “determination of  quantitativ e disclosure”, does the introduction of  a ten-y ear rent settlement alter the v iew that social landlords cannot reasonably  

f orecast these changes in relation to annual rent increases? We are not sure what is meant by  the comment in the same section “that no assumptions relating [to] 

changes to inf lation rates should be included”. Simply  because inf lation is 3.2% today , does not mean it would remain so ov er either the business plan period or ev en 

the length of  the rent policy . That is certainly  not the basis on which v aluations would normally  be prepared on an EUV-SH basis, which would look at rental growth in 

real terms only  (1% currently ) rather than, f or example, assuming 4.2% in perpetuity . The impact of  this clearly  depends on whether one models things in nominal or 

real terms.

Yes, it should. And y es, it does. Yes. In relation to capitalisation, in our v iew it would be v ery  dif f icult in practice to f ulf il either the original criteria, or the additional point (d), outlined in new paragraph 6.26.

This is because there would be no "incremental f uture benef it" f rom: an increase in the rental income ov er the lif e of  a housing property  (because component replacement or decarbonisation works would not 

normally  change the rental income); a reduction in f uture maintenance costs (quite the rev erse might be true in relation to some greener energy -source plant); or arising f rom an extension of  the lif e of  the 

property  (ev en greener plant installed in the property  of  a particular age or ty pe may  not extend its remaining, usef ul, economic lif e - one would probably  not install an air source heat pump in a bedsit with 

shared f acilities).

We do not see how spending on capital works could generate "increased env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose objectiv es" that would accrue to the social landlord. Tenants benef it f rom lower 

energy  bills; and society  at large f rom lower carbon emissions. The landlord generally  gets nothing in return, other than compliance with its own or gov ernment standards. We theref ore don't agree with the 

additional point (d).

Yes. Yes. Yes, and y es. In relation to stock transactions, we note and concur with the descriptions of  the current prov isions in the extant SORP. In particular, we agree that “the f air v alue of  the obligation to repay  or recy cle the Gov ernment grant is ref lected in the f air v alue of  the housing properties and 

theref ore no additional v alue should be attributed to the Gov ernment grant transf erred”. This aligns with our experience of  the treatment applied by  prov iders in that market.

We f urther agree that, to the best of  our knowledge, equiv alent stock transactions to those regularly  taking place in England between Registered Prov iders are f ar less prev alent in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. We are aware of  only  one or two in each dev olv ed nation, and 

then at relativ ely  small scale and low total v alue.

In relation to the impairment example giv en around the treatment of  grant, if  housing property  is acquired f or £1m (we are not clear what the "non-monetary  assets" inv olv ed in that hy pothetical transaction might be) then, regardless of  the amount of  grant, it's surely  questionable that 

the correct EUV-SH v aluation is £800,000. The latter f igure may  hav e been the v alue on the v endor's books, but surely  the v alue to the acquirer, demonstrated through market activ ity , is £1m? That should, in principle, be the v alue to the acquirer of  the net rental income f rom the 

properties in on-going social housing use, in perpetuity  (although we appreciate that some transactions may  introduce elements of  distortion in the f orm of  assumed, additional v alue arising f rom disposals on the open market, or of  tenure change).

Yes, in principle, but there is a wider point to be considered in relation to this paragraph. The DRC 

method is based on the economic theory  of  substitution. There is no requirement f or the v aluation to 

consider only  the current site on which the asset stands, either in terms of  location or extent (and 

theref ore cost); nor in terms of  ground conditions inv olv ing additional costs, such as decontamination.

On the contrary , to quote f rom published RICS guidance:

"The f undamental principle is that the hy pothetical buy er f or a modern equiv alent asset would purchase 

the least expensiv e site that would realistically  be suitable and appropriate f or its proposed operations 

and the env isaged modern equiv alent f acility . How the actual site was

obtained is irrelev ant to the v aluation. The v aluer will need to discuss and agree with the entity  the 

possible locations f or the current def ined serv ice requirement.

The property  being v alued may  be located in a situation that would now be considered unnecessarily  

expensiv e...... Other f actors need to be considered in addition to establishing the location of  the modern 

equiv alent site, f or example the modern equiv alent asset may  not require a site

as extensiv e as the actual site. In this respect land is no dif f erent to any  other asset. If , f or example, 

three hectares are now suf f icient to prov ide the same serv ice, the modern equiv alent site will be three 

hectares, ev en if  the actual site in operational use is f iv e hectares."

The f ull guidance is av ailable at: 

https://www.rics.org/content/dam/ricsglobal/documents/standards/drc_method_of _v aluation_f or_f inancial

_reporting_1st_edition_rics.pdf

It f ollows that we do not agree that: "Where the social landlord owns the land and there is no indicator 

that it is impaired, the existing carry ing v alue of  the land, as measured in the social landlord’s property , 

plant and equipment (tangible assets), on which the new property  would be constructed, should be used 

in the calculation of  the replacement cost."

In essence, there is no point in assessing the v alue of  a contaminated f iv e hectare site in a high v alue 

area, when a clean one of  three hectares in a cheaper location would serv e the same purpose perf ectly  

adequately .

[Copied f rom Q2] In relation to the tests set out in the Basis of  Conclusion document, as to whether or not a lease constitutes a f inance lease, there is a 

ref erence to whether or not “the lease term is f or the major part of  the economic lif e of  the underly ing asset”. The response deals with assured shorthold 

tenancies and lif etime tenancies. But it does not hav e regard to the implications of  the Renters' Rights Act, which will abolish assured shorthold 

tenancies f rom 1 May  2026, replacing them with periodic tendencies which may  only  be ended on certain grounds, and through the courts. This may  be a 

point on which the SORP working party  has ref lected since the Act receiv ed Roy al Assent on 27 October 2025. But, if  not, consideration does need to 

be giv en.

In relation to the “the present v alue of  the lease pay ments amounting to at least substantially  all of  the f air v alue of  the underly ing asset”, if  the 

periodic tendency  is assumed to continue f or a long period, and the f air v alue would presumably  be assessed on an EUV-SH basis, then arguably  the 

present v alue of  the lease pay ments (ev en if  assessed as net rents) would certainly  amount to substantially  all of  the f air v alue of  the asset, because 

that is what EUV-SH means, in essence.

We are not sure where this takes us, but it's certainly  a point to be giv en consideration in our v iew. We are not in a position to say , as v aluers rather 

than accountants, but it may  hav e a bearing on the conclusion that standard rental agreements f or tenanted social housing properties should be 

considered as operating leases.

In relation to the comments on maturity  analy sis f or lessors, again, as a result of  the Renters' Rights Act, it is no longer the case that intermediate rent 

agreements would hav e a guaranteed minimum period of  six months. We are not sure what the implications of  this may  be in accounting terms, although 

as a comment on the basis of  common sense, it would presumably  not be dif f icult f or an RP to demonstrate that a tenant is (rather than is not) 

reasonably  certain to extend the tenancy  f or the long-term. Any one meeting the entry  criteria to social housing, ev en at intermediate rent, must be in 

housing need and theref ore, whilst circumstances could change, on balance of  probability , the tenant is likely  to remain f or a much longer period than 

that dictated by  the minimum notice period.

Again in relation to the tests set out in the Basis of  Conclusion document, could specialist f orms of  supported housing f all f oul of  the f inal element of  

the tests, relating to the nature of  the underly ing asset and “major modif ications?” The tests as summarised suggest not, but we are not so sure that 

such modif ications would not be suf f icient to constitute “a specialised nature” f or supported housing assets.

In relation to “determination of  quantitativ e disclosure”, does the introduction of  a ten-y ear rent settlement alter the v iew that social landlords cannot 

reasonably  f orecast these changes in relation to annual rent increases? We are not sure what is meant by  the comment in the same section “that no 

assumptions relating [to] changes to inf lation rates should be included”. Simply  because inf lation is 3.2% today , does not mean it would remain so ov er 

either the business plan period or ev en the length of  the rent policy . That is certainly  not the basis on which v aluations would normally  be prepared on an 

EUV-SH basis, which would look at rental growth in real terms only  (1% currently ) rather than, f or example, assuming 4.2% in perpetuity . The impact of  

this clearly  depends on whether one models things in nominal or real terms.

Yes.

In relation to “determination of  quantitativ e 

disclosure”, does the introduction of  a ten y ear 

rent settlement alter the v iew that social landlords 

cannot reasonably  f orecast these changes in 

relation to annual rent increases? We are not sure 

what is meant by  the comment in the same 

section “that no assumptions relating [to] changes 

to inf lation rates should be included”. Simply  

because inf lation is 3.2% today , does not mean it 

would remain so ov er either the business plan 

period or ev en the length of  the rent policy . That is 

certainly  not the basis on which v aluations would 

normally  be prepared on an EUV-SH basis, which 

would look at rental growth in real terms only  (1% 

currently ) rather than, f or example, assuming 4.2% 

in perpetuity . The impact of  this clearly  depends 

whether one models things in nominal or real 

terms.

We are not able to answer this question in terms of  

our prof essional knowledge.

We are not able to answer this question in terms of  our prof essional knowledge. We are not able to answer this question in terms of  our prof essional knowledge. We are not able to answer this question in terms of  our 

prof essional knowledge.

In relation to shared ownership leases, does it hav e any  bearing on their accounting treatment if  not "all the risks 

incidental to ownership" are transf erred as a f unction of  the lease?

It is common in v aluations now f or the maximum landlord's liability  of  £500 per annum towards repairs should be 

prov ided f or. We appreciate that that may  be regarded as a nominal amount, in which case the lease might 

presumably  f ulf il the test of  "transf erring substantially  all the risks….."

Howev er, it is not common in our experience f or v aluations to take account of  possible liabilities to "bear the cost of  

external and structural repairs during the initial period (being 10 y ears f rom the date the lease is granted or the period 

to f ull staircasing, whichev er is shorter)."

We agree, theref ore, that it would be appropriate to make a prov ision f or a known obligation, ev en if  estimated; but 

not a possible one that has not been put f orward as a claim.

We are not able to answer this question in terms of  our 

prof essional knowledge.

We are not able to answer this question in terms of  our 

prof essional knowledge.

We are not able to answer this question in terms of  

our prof essional knowledge.

L&Q Amy  Gilham Registered Prov ider (England) None Simplif ication (where relev ant and cov ered by  FRS102) is welcomed to enable clarity  and consistent approaches in the sector.

Further detailed worked examples or illustrations would be welcomed where possible.

Yes under S1.3 1.	Yes – to enable comparison and conf ormity  in reporting 

across the sector.

Yes agree – these examples are clear, with the option f or f urther examples in line with the requirement to prov ide incremental f uture benef it.

Query  – where do f ire saf ety  works sit within this, can they  also be explicitly  included if  considered to be component replaced as a result of  changed regulation

Yes agree Yes agree with the proposed approach on regeneration schemes. We 

do not hav e a high lev el of  this activ ity  howev er, so no material 

impact currently .

Yes agree with the proposed treatment which ref lects the 

substance of  the exchange transaction.

No – we do not agree with this proposal. We believ e the proposed treatment of  grant has f ar wider consequences than may  hav e been anticipated, especially  f or organisations whose stock portf olios largely  arise f rom historic stock transf ers and merger activ ity . This f eels like a sector-

wide issue.

The economic substance of  transactions has not changed but the accounting presentation is considerably  more complex, and the cost / ef f ort to achiev e this is expected to be high, with little gain to the users of  the accounts.

In achiev ing the proposed application, we would ef f ectiv ely  be inf lating housing properties, and the f ollow on impacts distort key  accounting metrics e.g. operating margins.

Clarif ication is requested on whether this applies to acquisition accounting transactions?

y es Clarity  on whether lease costs incurred in the process of  Construction can still be capitalised Further clarif ication in the instance where a HA 

owns a site and then of f ers it f or a peppercorn rent 

– short term lease?

y es y es y es Yes It would be usef ul f or an illustrativ e example to be included to assist in application .

Further clarif ication on Multi tenure properties – e.g. social and leasehold might also be usef ul.

y es Further detailed guidance to enable standardisation across the 

sector would be welcomed e.g. identif y ing f ixed and v ariable 

items and recov erable and non-recov erable?

Yes – this clarif ies and encourages conf ormity , 

although we hav e a strong pref erence to retain 

bandings of  £10k and not reduce to £5k in line with 

Irish statute. Our bandings are of ten grouped 

together due to large gaps between Key  

management personnel remuneration.

Lev elheaded Financial 

Management Limited

Graham Interim Financial Management 

Serv ices

None noticed y et I think it is somewhat unf ortunate that there are some organisations now in accounting periods f or which they  are required to comply  with the SORP, but don't hav e a 

f inal v ersion on which to rely  - potential here f or wasted or rushed work that does nothing to help those organsiations.

Yes Who decides what is commensurate with the size of  the 

business? Also, the key  stakeholders are likely  to pick up 

most of  their inf ormation f orm the annual report, not the 

f inancial statements, which would seem to cov er the same 

topics. This is likely  to lead to unnecessary  duplication of  

ef f ort.

Whilst I understand the thinking, I think this is potentially  dangerous ground - I am not aware of  any  other sector or situation where non-f inancial aspects dictate the accounting treatment of  transactions. I 

think the accounting policy  has to be v ery  clear on why  these items are capitalised and how the intended benef its are being monitored (if  an asset is not prov iding the intended f inancial benef its, it should 

be written down, so should that principle not apply  to assets held f or social benef it?).

I am not clear whether this relates to the new 

housing costs f or those tenants (f or which I agree 

the treatment, as they  hav e nothing to do with the 

disposal transaction), or if  this includes decanting 

costs, which I believ e should be part of  the cost of  

disposal.

While the principle of  re-assessing the v alue and UEL of  the assets 

makes absolute sense, I am unclear if  this is proposed to be taken to 

the SOCI or treated as part of  the costs of  regeneration inv estment.

Yes and y es Agree with the treatment. I do not see a problem with retrospectiv e application, since we would need to hav e a record f o the grant associated with a property  any way . Yes - the land would be useless unless issues are rectif ied, so this must be part of  the cost. I hav e not identif ied other areas Yes No - The retained equity  is substantially  a f inancing 

arrangement, with the shared owner hav ing almost all 

of  the repairs and maintenance obligations. Whilst the 

HA has an interest in the ev entual sales v alue, in 

reality  this is not normally  part of  the consideration 

when inv esting in the property . In my  v iew, this is 

more correctly  treated as a f inance lease.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Group Nairn Pike Registered Social Landlord 

(Scotland)

No No Yes Yes Yes I agree Agree Agree Agree Agree with it going f orward. With it being applied retrospectiv ely  I don't think its doable. For example our organisation had a transf er of  engagements f rom an other RSL that had gone bust. We will need to go back to the Scottish gov ernment and ask if  they  hav e a record of  the grant 

f or any  of  the properties as we don't due to not needing it at the time. The gov ernance of  the other RSL wasn't great so we wouldn't be 100% sure if  the records they  kept were right any way .

Howev er I don’t believ e it is achiev able to do retrospectiv ely  f or transf er of  engagements. First reason is that we would need to go back so many  y ears to f ind inf ormation we didn’t need to keep. So try ing to f ind that inf ormation may  not be possible. We would be rely ing on the 

inf ormation f rom companies that hav e generally  f ailed due poor gov ernance so I’m not sure we could rely  on their inf ormation. The amount of  resource it would take to go back 7 plus y ears to look at this inf ormation would be a lot we’d probably  hav e to take on extra temporary  staf f  to 

cov er the work. I don’t think the benef it of  adding the grant v alue on to the properties and the liability  of  the grant would be benef icial particularly  as they  net to zero. As such I f eel our resources could be put to better use. Particularly  when y ou f actor in our money  comes f rom peoples 

rent and we would hav e to div ert resources away  f rom our core business which is the maintenance and up keep of  these properties which I doubt our customers would appreciate

Agree Agree Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Group Limited Corrine Ingram Registered Social Landlord 

(Scotland)

No No Yes. Yes. Yes Yes Yes. Yes I agree with the proposed treatment of  the grant in stock transactions, it makes a lot of  sense when there is an obligation to repay  or recy cle remaining with the assets. I don't think the change should be implemented retrospectiv ely . I don't believ e there is enough of  a benef it in doing 

this to justif y  the cost of  doing it f or the many  organisations which will be impacted, due to the consolidation across the sector. A PPA is a technical piece of  accounting which many  HA's will not hav e the expertise f or in-house, it will cost them a lot of  money  to get right despite 

f ollowing the accounting standards instructions correctly  at the time of  the transf er.

Yes Yes, no other areas. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes. Yes Yes Yes y es

Magna Housing Ltd Lauren Legg Registered Prov ider (England) Where we dev elop in rural / out of  reach areas, we see higher costs to dev elop, along with MMC / higher spec costs 

f or social housing. This would result in higher TSC ov er MV. Could RPs utilise some of  the grant upf ront and not 

hav e to recy cle on f urther dev elopments going f orward if  these properties were ev entually  sold?

The latter due to RP's being penalised if  staircasing takes place - hav ing inv ested in social housing, in low v alue 

areas (where TSC is greater than OMV) then the RP is out of  pocket on recy cling. An allowance f or inv esting in 

social v alue would be reasonable on the grant f ront

Yes Yes We agree but can we seek clarity  on whether this is a phy sical/tangible asset needed f or the property  or something that improv es the surroundings eg tree planting? What is the sustainability  target 

ref erenced in the basis of  conclusion and what would this include?

Yes Yes - this will become relev ant when we get into regeneration 

modelling. We think the approv al being a trigger is f ine and demolition 

is f ine f or derecognition

Yes We don't think it is clear. How f ar back would this need to be accounted f or? We hav e concerns about the transition to FRS 102 and implementing this change retrospectiv ely . No. We are concerned that this would ov erstate the v alue of  the land. If  'market v alue' was already  paid 

prior to any  'rectif iction costs' being identif ied / required, we are unlikely  to realise this in any  f uture sale 

and theref ore would then show a loss or impairment at that time.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes We will hav e to be clear on what is required by  

law/regulation and also not passed onto tenants - prov iding 

f or these costs earlier than expected and the impact - not 

sure we agree with it as it could be a grey  area.

Yes Yes Yes Yes, ensures consistency . Is £60,000 and abov e 

still relev ant? It has not been increased f or y ears 

and now includes a lot more staf f  - Probably  should 

start at £80k.

Notting Hill Genesis Iona McHugh Registered Prov ider (England) We are broadly  supportiv e of  the Housing SORP 2026 Exposure Draf t, howev er we 

hav e highlighted throughout our response areas where f urther clarif ication or 

guidance would be welcome.

There are a couple of  areas where the SORP 2026 Exposure Draf t would benef it 

f rom additional clarity :

• Lease accounting – The SORP currently  lacks technical guidance on how 

lease accounting under FRS 102 should be applied in common sector 

scenarios. This is particularly  relev ant f or arrangements such as temporary  

accommodation rented f rom priv ate landlords, where lease terms can be 

short, v ariable and operationally  complex. More detailed guidance on 

classif ication, lease modif ications and disclosure requirements would support 

consistent treatment across the sector.

• Contingent liabilities and prov isions – The Exposure Draf t prov ides limited 

interpretation of  FRS 102 requirements in areas where prov iders f ace 

uncertainty , including building saf ety , potential remediation liabilities and 

other emerging obligations. Clearer guidance on recognition thresholds and 

measurement would help improv e consistency  and comparability .

Ov erall, strengthening these areas would help ensure more consistent application of  

the standard within the sector

The Exposure Draf t is a positiv e step, but sev eral areas could be strengthened:

• More practical examples would help with application in areas requiring 

judgement.

• Further clarity  on how emerging regulatory  requirements interact with f inancial 

reporting would be usef ul.

• Guidance on transition and comparativ e disclosures would support 

implementation.

Yes, we agree that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it 

social 

landlords, with the sections that only  apply  to Public Benef it Entities (PBEs) 

clearly  

marked.

Howev er, the dif f erence between the general rules and the PBE-specif ic 

rules could 

be explained more clearly . Some examples of  where PBEs f ollow dif f erent 

rules 

include:

• Impairment (checking if  assets hav e lost v alue)

PBEs use a method based on the “serv ice potential” of  the asset — basically  

how much benef it it prov ides to the public — while f or-prof it landlords look at 

expected cash income instead.

• Donated assets and gov ernment grants

PBEs hav e dif f erent rules on how to record assets or f unding they  receiv e 

f or 

f ree or at a discount.

• Narrativ e reporting

PBEs must report more inf ormation about how they  deliv er public benef it and 

social outcomes.

Clearer signposting of  these dif f erences in the SORP would make it easier 

f or both 

ty pes of  organisations to understand which rules apply  to them.

Yes, we agree that the proposal helps bring consistency  

across prov iders and sets a 

reasonable reporting expectation f or larger organisations.

Howev er, while the principle is sound, the cost and resource 

impact on smaller 

prov iders just abov e the 1,000-home threshold could be 

signif icant. Producing a 

more detailed annual report—along with the associated 

compliance requirements—

can be both time-consuming and costly  f or organisations with 

limited capacity . 

Further guidance or proportionality  within the requirement 

may  help ensure it is f air 

and practical f or all prov iders af f ected

We can see what the new rule is try ing to achiev e, and it should help make decisions 

more consistent. But in practice it may  still cause conf usion because some major 

works clearly  improv e a property  but may  not tick all the boxes in the new test.

There is also a wider issue: accounting rules and tax rules of ten treat capital and 

rev enue spend dif f erently . This causes problems, especially  f or major repairs and 

component replacements. It would really  help if  the SORP gav e clearer guidance on 

how these items should be treated f rom both an accounting and a tax point of  v iew, 

so that prov iders don’t end up with conf licting interpretations.

Ov erall, we don’t think adding more rules is necessary . What would help most is 

simple guidance and practical examples to show how the criteria should be applied 

in real-lif e situations

We recognise that the proposed wording brings 

consistency  across the sector.

Howev er, it cuts against the link and matching 

principles.

When a landlord sells a property  as part of  a stock 

rationalisation programme, the 

cost of  decanting the tenant (e.g. mov ing them to 

another home) is caused by  and 

directly  linked to the decision to sell that specif ic 

property . Excluding these directly  

attributable costs f rom the disposal calculation 

breaks the causal link and may  distort 

the reported gain/loss on disposal.

Instead we would suggest allowing directly  

attributable decant costs (i.e., costs that 

would not be incurred but f or the sale of  the 

specif ic property ) to be:

1. Included in the disposal result as part of  net 

disposal proceeds (or shown as 

“costs of  sale”); or

2. Presented as a separate, clearly  labelled line 

alongside the disposal gain/loss 

(e.g., “Direct decant costs linked to disposals”), with 

robust disclosure.

This would keep transparency  and comparability  

while respecting the matching 

principle.

While accelerating depreciation of  the structure makes sense, many  

regeneration 

schemes inv olv e redev eloping older estates where the land f orms a 

large part of  the 

new scheme’s v alue. Under current FRS 102 rules, the land is kept at 

historic cost 

unless the rev aluation model is used. This means the true economic 

v alue of  the 

land going into the regeneration scheme is understated.

We believ e the SORP should acknowledge this issue and prov ide 

clearer guidance 

on how the land element should be treated. While FRS 102 does not 

allow an uplif t 

in v alue under the cost model, the SORP could support better 

transparency  through 

enhanced disclosures or by  encouraging prov iders to consider the 

rev aluation model 

where appropriate.

This would giv e a more accurate picture of  the resources being 

inv ested into 

regeneration and improv e comparability  across the sector.

In practice, demolition losses f eel like impairment because they  

arise f rom a 

strategic regeneration decision rather than a market sale. Howev er, 

under FRS 102 

the classif ication depends on timing and substance. Bef ore 

demolition, where usef ul 

lif e is shortened or serv ice potential f alls, any  reduction should be 

captured through 

accelerated depreciation and/or impairment. Once the building is 

actually  

demolished, the asset no longer exists, so FRS 102 requires 

derecognition and any  

remaining carry ing v alue is taken as a loss on disposal, not an 

impairment. We

support the SORP’s approach on this point, but recommend clear 

guidance and 

examples to show (a) when to recognise impairment or accelerated 

depreciation 

prior to demolition and (b) how to present demolition-related 

disposal losses—ideally  

with transparent disclosures so users can see the f ull impact of  

regeneration 

decisions.

The transition to SORP 2026 represents a major change in the way  housing 

associations account f or gov ernment grants. Grants that were prev iously  shown only  

as contingent liabilities will now be brought onto the balance sheet as actual 

liabilities, with a matching increase to the carry ing v alue of  the related housing 

properties. While we support the push f or better transparency  and consistency , the 

Exposure Draf t does not address sev eral practical and technical questions that arise 

f rom this change. These gaps could lead to inconsistent application across the 

sector unless f urther guidance is prov ided.

First, it is unclear whether the uplif t in asset v alue arising f rom recognising grant 

should be componentised in line with existing component accounting rules. Under 

current practice, housing assets must be split into major components such as land, 

structure, roof , and kitchens/bathrooms. Many  associations originally  created these 

component splits in 2011 using the National Housing Federation’s component matrix, 

which relied on broad percentage estimates and did not alway s ref lect true historic 

land cost. If  the uplif t is treated as part of  the asset cost, prov iders will need to know 

how to allocate it across components and whether the uplif ted v alues should f ollow 

the same depreciation patterns as the original components. Without guidance, 

dif f erent approaches are likely .

Yes, we agree with the proposed change. If  the land itself  is impaired, then the cost 

of  putting that land back into a usable state should logically  be ref lected in the DRC 

calculation. This giv es a more realistic v iew of  the recov erable amount and av oids 

ov erstating impairment losses. It also aligns with how land remediation is treated in 

practice.

Ov erall, the lease topics cov ered in the proposed SORP f eel appropriate and helpf ul. 

The additional guidance on short-term leases and leases at below-market or 

peppercorn rents is usef ul, as these situations are common in the sector and of ten 

create uncertainty .

We agree with the requirement to use the short-term lease exemption where the 

lease term is 12 months or less. This should reduce unnecessary  calculation work 

and support consistent treatment across prov iders.

The extra guidance on leases at less than market rent is also welcome, especially  

where incoming resources need to be recognised as gov ernment grant or 

non-exchange income. This is an area that has historically  lacked clarity .

Areas where more guidance could still be helpf ul:

• Temporary  accommodation arrangements with priv ate landlords, which 

of ten f all between lease and serv ice-contract def initions and can be complex 

to assess.

• Lease modif ications (extensions, rent changes, break clauses exercised 

early ), as these f requently  occur in practice but can be dif f icult to interpret 

under Section 20.

• Group arrangements, such as intra-group lease or licence agreements, 

where classif ication and measurement can be unclear.

• Subleases, particularly  where a prov ider leases a property  and then grants 

occupancy  rights or licences to another organisation.

Adding examples in these areas would make the SORP more practical and support 

consistent application across the sector.

1. Agreements at less than market rent

The proposed guidance in paragraphs 8.7 to 8.15 is 

helpf ul and broadly  suf f icient. It 

giv es clearer direction on how to treat low-rent or 

peppercorn rent arrangements, 

which can be dif f icult to assess in practice. The 

requirement to use the short-term 

and low-v alue exemptions should also help reduce 

unnecessary  calculation work and 

improv e consistency .

That said, a f ew areas could benef it f rom f urther 

clarif ication or examples —

especially  temporary  accommodation 

arrangements, lease modif ications, and 

situations where multiple parties are inv olv ed. 

Practical examples would make the 

guidance easier to apply  and reduce v ariation in 

interpretation.
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2. Shared ownership (lessor accounting)

We agree that no f urther changes are required, 

although a short example would be 

usef ul to reinf orce the classif ication logic f or less 

experienced preparers.

Yes — the conclusion is reasonable, because the 

rev ised Section 20 makes 

signif icant changes to lessee accounting but leav es 

lessor accounting largely  

unchanged, and shared ownership schemes are 

ty pically  accounted f or by  prov iders 

(housing associations) as lessors.

Yes — the proposed simplif ications are appropriate and proportionate, giv en that the 

rev ised Section 20 makes only  minor changes to lessor accounting and the maturity  

analy sis requirements should remain aligned with that minimal impact.

Yes — the other SORP implementation proposals appear appropriate and consistent 

with the rev ised Section 20, giv en that lessor accounting changes are minimal and 

the SORP’s role is largely  interpretativ e and clarif icatory  rather than 

transf ormational

Yes. The proposed guidance is appropriate, clearer than 

the prev ious position, and 

aligns well with both the FRS 102 recognition criteria f or 

prov isions and the rev ised 

def inition of  an asset

Yes. The guidance in paragraphs 9.12 to 9.18 is mostly  clear and detailed enough. It 

explains:

• When the landlord has a repair obligation under the 2021 Shared Ownership 

Model

• How to decide if  a prov ision is needed

• How to estimate the cost

• How to update the prov ision each y ear

• When to remov e the prov ision (e.g., f ull staircasing)

The only  thing that would make it clearer is adding a f ew simple examples showing:

• How to calculate a prov ision at the start

• What to do if  repairs are unlikely
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• How to update the prov ision each y ear

• What happens when the obligation ends early

These examples would help landlords apply  the rules more consistentl

Yes, we agree, as this is not materially  dif f erent f rom current 

practice/treatment

Yes, we agree.

Orbit Julie Potts Registered Prov ider (England) Para 11.6 Homes England (HE) is ref erred to but it should consider also ref erring to Greater London Authority  (GLA) 

f or completeness.

Appendix A Example primary  statements (page 111)

Consider adding into the example SOCI ‘’gains/losses on inv estment properties’’ f or consistency  across the sector 

(as being abov e or below operating surplus- we are required to disclose abov e op surplus).

No Yes, this helps consistency  across the sector. Yes, this prov ides usef ul inf ormation about the business 

which is helpf ul to stakeholders and ensures a consistent 

approach across the sector. The addition of  the 

‘commensurate…’ sentence is helpf ul.

Yes, subject to the below points:

Para 6.26 - the addition of  env ironmental benef it is helpf ul.

We note that these examples are not limited. It would be helpf ul if  other examples could be added here to improv e consistency  across the sector, inf ormed by  the results of  this consultation.

Other points relating to this section:

6.25 para potentially  broadens the capitalisation criteria signif icantly  and should perhaps be linked to the ov erarching requirement set out clearly  in para 6.27. It would be helpf ul to reiterate that costs 

env isaged in 6.25 should be capital in nature.

Para 6.31 specif ically  quotes temporary  accommodation costs may  not be directly  attributable to bringing an asset into existence.

The paragraph ref ers to construction and dev elopment. Please indicate whether this also applies to regeneration and major repairs.

We believ e that there are some circumstances where these costs are directly  related to the creation of  the asset eg mov ing residents out of  their properties temporarily  to be able to make capital repairs to 

their property .

We undertake a lot of  major repair and are starting signif icant regeneration projects and would env isage these ty pes of  cost as directly  attributable to completing the work. We would be unable to complete 

the capital work without incurring these costs, so we believ e they  are intrinsically  linked to the capital works.

Yes We agree with the proposed accounting treatment. Para 6.64 b) 

indicates that the v alue of  the property  is likely  to be close to £nil. It 

might be worth clarif y ing that there would still be a land v alue that is 

not £nil held within PPE.

Yes, we do agree, howev er -

Para 6.7 - it would be helpf ul to clarif y  that the disposal on 

demolition should be accounted f or as set out in para 6.46 (i.e as a 

disposal rather than scrapping of  a component which would be 

shown in depreciation).

It would be helpf ul to prov ide an example of  a case where a 

property  would be demolished as part of  an exchange transaction.

Yes, this treatment will ensure all grant obligations are properly  and more clearly  ref lected in the f inancial statements.

It would be helpf ul to outline more specif ically  in the SORP how the grant acquired v ia a stock swap is accounted f or regarding the asset acquired. For example, we will apportion the grant v alue between the existing structure and land on the f ixed assets register.

We hav e the inf ormation to make this change.

Yes Agree with the lease topics presented. It would be helpf ul to include a f lowchart that walks through the identif ication of  a lease in addition to signposting 

the reader to the paras in FRS102. (para 8.2 of  SORP). It would also be helpf ul to hav e some sector examples of  what constitutes a lease and what 

does not (and why ). ‘Agreements at less than market v alue’ heading includes at para 8.15 ref erences to low v alue assets. The FRS102 ref erence to the 

exemptions f or such assets is an important distinction f or registered prov iders. It would be good to ref erence this specif ically  at the start of  this chapter 

on leases and prov ide examples of  what might f all into this heading f rom a housing perspectiv e. FRS102 para 20.11 prov ides generic examples. We 

would also like more clarity  on the f act that this is not an ‘error’ to categorise a lease as low v alue it is a judgement that is permitted by  FRS102. 

Furthermore, it would be helpf ul to hav e clarity  in the SORP that the judgement is based on the asset itself  not the class of  assets, theref ore f rom an 

audit materiality  perspectiv e, the total v alue of  lease costs being dealt with as ‘low v alue’ is not relev ant in assessing the v alid application of  the leasing 

standard by  management (para 20.9 FRS102).

Yes.

Howev er, we hav e noted a potential ty po in 8.10: 

‘There’ – should this be ‘Where’..?

Yes Yes

For consistency  of  lease term disclosures f or lessors it would be helpf ul to set out more examples of  

the categories that could be included in a ‘portf olio’? We hav e many  rental agreements with dif f erent 

contract terms e.g social rent, af f ordable rent, f air rent, supported rents.

Consider also adding Portf olio (in the context of  social landlords) to the glossary  of  terms.

Yes Yes Yes. We hav e been operating on this basis since the prev ious consultation in this area.

It would it be helpf ul to prov ide a link to the proposed guidance prov ided in 24/25 which gav e more detail.

We understand the logic but do not agree with the principle of  

para 10.9 - the separate disclosure of  serv ice charge rev enues 

included in serv ice inclusiv e rental agreements (primarily  

af f ecting af f ordable rents and market rents).

Serv ice inclusiv e rental contracts do not separately  identif y  

rev enue relating to serv ice charges. We believ e that the 

requirement to estimate the serv ice charge rev enue is not in line 

with the substance or spirit of  the contract (which supplies both 

serv ices as one).

Yes This addition to the SORP would be helpf ul but 

ideally  it would bring together all requirements so 

that we do not hav e to cross ref er to the original 

requirements. We f ind this area of  disclosure v ery  

conf using and consequently  f ind it dif f icult to get 

right. We hav e the f ollowing queries: i)	Para 13.5c 

SORP (page 77) ref ers to the ‘’number of  staf f ’’. 

Para 27 of  the Accounting Direction (page 10) 

ref ers to f ull time equiv alents. Can the SORP be 

consistent or are both bases now required? ii)	Para 

13.5c SORP (page 77) mentions ‘staf f ’ whereas the 

Accounting Direction mentions staf f  under the 

heading of  ‘Key  Management Personnel’ (KMP) 

(which we hav e interpreted as KMP rather than all 

staf f ). Is the SORP requiring all staf f  to be 

disclosed within the bandings? iii)	Def inition of  

remuneration supplied in SORP para 13.9 does not 

include employ er’s national insurance. We hav e 

been asked to add this by  our auditors. It would be 

helpf ul to hav e this mentioned specif ically  in this 

def inition f or consistency  across the sector 

(although it is not specif ically  mentioned in the 

Accounting Direction either). It would be helpf ul to 

cross ref er the reader to the glossary  when 

mentioning ‘key  management personnel’ in this 

section.

Peabody Brandon Ny athi Registered Prov ider (England) Yes. While the Exposure Draf t strengthens the SORP in sev eral areas (such as serv ice charges/sinking f unds, 

leases, stock transactions, and building saf ety /sustainability  topics), there remain parts of  FRS 102 where additional 

sector-specif ic guidance would improv e consistency  and enable comparability  across registered prov iders.

Grants: The draf t sets out the core models and includes changes f or stock-transaction grants, but it would benef it 

f rom worked examples f or modern grant ty pes now common in the sector, building/f ire saf ety  grants (including 

leaseholder-related relief ), decarbonisation and retrof it grants, and more complex recy cling/repay ment scenarios 

(partial disposals, phased regeneration, exchanges of  assets). Clear examples linking cost treatment (capital v s 

rev enue), grant recognition (def erred income v s immediate income), and recy cling/repay ment triggers would reduce 

div ersity  in practice.

(Ref erences: Exposure Draf t Chapter 11 and Housing Properties section on stock transactions; Basis of  

Conclusions on grant and stock transactions.)

Prov isions: The draf t’s clarif ication on f uture regulatory  costs is welcome, but more guidance is needed to unif y  

treatment of  sector-specif ic prov isions, particularly  f ire saf ety  remediation prov isions and the issue of  legal disrepair 

and damp & mould. A short decision-tree plus illustrativ e measurement approaches (portf olio estimation, treatment of  

recov eries, key  disclosures) would help to signif icantly  reduce v ariation.

(Ref erences: Exposure Draf t Chapter 9 and Basis of  Conclusions prov isions section.)

Impairment: The draf t usef ully  links regeneration approv al to an impairment indicator and prov ides related 

clarif ications, but preparers would benef it f rom integrated case studies showing how accelerated depreciation, 

impairment testing, grant balances, recy cling obligations and derecognition interact across multi-y ear and phased 

regeneration and exchange arrangements.

(Ref erences: Exposure Draf t Chapter 6 regeneration/exchange sections and Chapter 12; Basis of  Conclusions 

regeneration/exchange/impairment discussion.)

Capitalisation/componentisation: The expanded capitalisation narrativ e (including sustainability /env ironmental 

benef its) is helpf ul, but additional practical guidance would assist consistent application. Especially  how to treat 

bundled retrof it works with dif f erent usef ul liv es and how to derecognise replaced components where historic 

component data is limited.

(Ref erences: Exposure Draf t Housing Properties capitalisation text and Basis of  Conclusions capitalisation section.)

Ov erall, the Exposure Draf t represents a strong and constructiv e update, particularly  in the areas of  serv ice charge income and sinking f unds, lease implementation 

topics, stock-transaction grant treatment, and the new/expanded guidance addressing building saf ety , sustainability  and decarbonisation.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions serv ice charges/sinking f unds and stock transactions; Exposure Draf t relev ant chapters.)

To maximise consistency  and ease of  implementation, the f inal SORP would benef it f rom more “end-to-end” worked examples and disclosure templates in the main 

judgement areas where practice currently  div erges across the sector; especially  modern grant ty pes and repay ment/recy cling pathway s, prov isions f or f ire saf ety  

and legal disrepair/damp & mould, impairment and regeneration (including exchange-of -asset arrangements), and component derecognition when historic data is not 

granular. (Ref s: Exposure Draf t Chapters 6, 9–12; Basis of  Conclusions building saf ety /prov isions/capitalisation/regeneration.)

Giv en that certain changes are proposed to be applied retrospectiv ely  (notably  grant treatment in stock transactions), the SORP would also benef it f rom a brief  

transition “how-to” section, including:

•	suggested data sources (e.g., grant registers/notes)

•	acceptable estimation techniques where exact historic splits are unav ailable

•	clear signposting to impracticability  disclosures where f ull restatement cannot reasonably  be achiev ed.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions on stock transactions grant change and retrospectiv e application; Exposure Draf t stock transaction guidance.

Yes, we agree that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it 

registered prov iders, with clearly  marked sections that apply  only  to Public 

Benef it Entities (PBEs) under FRS 102. A single SORP supports 

comparability  across the sector because core activ ities and the regulatory  

env ironment are of ten similar regardless of  corporate f orm.

(Ref s: Consultation question f raming and draf t scope approach.)

Broadly , y es. Reducing the threshold to prov iders owning 

more than 1,000 homes is proportionate giv en the increased 

scale, complexity , risk prof ile and stakeholder interest at that 

lev el, and should enhance transparency  and comparability  

across a wider group of  prov iders.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions narrativ e reporting section and 

impact discussion.)

Howev er, the phrase “commensurate with the size of  the 

business” would benef it f rom additional guidance to 

encourage consistency  and av oid either excessiv e 

boilerplate or under-disclosure. We suggest including short 

illustrativ e expectations (minimum themes) and conf irming 

that proportionality  applies to both length and granularity , 

while still requiring clear disclosure of  material matters users 

need to understand perf ormance and resilience (including 

building saf ety , stock condition, and key  f inancial 

risks/cov enant headroom where relev ant).

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions narrativ e reporting rationale.)

It would also be helpf ul to clarif y  how duplication should be 

av oided where prov iders already  prepare group-lev el or 

statutory  narrativ e reports, including whether cross-

ref erencing is acceptable and how the SORP requirement can 

be met ef f iciently  without reducing clarity  f or users.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions narrativ e reporting discussion; 

Exposure Draf t Chapter 4 proposals.)

Yes, in principle we agree with the proposed addition in paragraph 6.26(d) to recognise that expenditure can prov ide an incremental f uture benef it through env ironmental benef its aligned to social purpose 

objectiv es (f or example, decarbonisation). This ref lects the reality  that registered prov iders are undertaking signif icant sustainability  inv estment which may  not alway s produce direct incremental cash 

f lows, but can improv e asset v iability , reduce long‑term operational risks, and support deliv ery  of  social purpose.

Howev er, to ensure consistent application across the sector, the SORP would benef it f rom additional practical guidance and examples. In particular, the wording could lead to v ariability  in how prov iders 

ev idence “incremental” benef it where benef its are indirect. We recommend the SORP includes examples that distinguish clearly  between: like‑f or‑like compliance works that restore an asset to its existing 

standard (ty pically  rev enue expenditure), replacement or enhanced components that improv e perf ormance or serv ice potential (capital expenditure with derecognition of  replaced components), and bundled 

retrof it programmes containing elements with dif f erent usef ul liv es and outcomes. We also suggest including short guidance on the ev idence expected to support capitalisation decisions (e.g., measurable 

improv ement in EPC ratings, reduction in f uture maintenance cy cles, extension of  asset lif e, or demonstrable reduction in regulatory  risk).

This would help the SORP achiev e its objectiv e of  improv ing consistency , while retaining f lexibility  to apply  judgement appropriately .

(Ref s: Exposure Draf t Chapter 6 (capitalisation criteria including 6.26(d)); Basis of  Conclusions section on capitalisation and sustainability .)

Yes, we agree with the proposed amendment in 

paragraph 6.46. This clarif ication is necessary  and 

should reduce div ersity  in practice. In particular, the 

clarif ication that certain costs should not be treated 

as part of  “net disposal proceeds” is conceptually  

correct and consistent with the intent of  FRS 102, 

because these costs do not arise directly  f rom the 

disposal transaction itself .

We support the emphasis that costs incurred 

because a prov ider must continue to meet 

obligations under tenancy  or serv ice arrangements 

(where these cannot be terminated prior to 

disposal), and certain pre‑demolition or 

compliance‑related costs, should be recognised in 

the Statement of  Comprehensiv e Income as 

incurred rather than being netted against disposal 

proceeds. This improv es transparency  and 

prev ents inappropriate ‘smoothing’ of  disposal 

results by  including unrelated programme costs 

within net proceeds.

(Ref s: Exposure Draf t paragraph 6.46; Basis of  

Conclusions discussion on net disposal proceeds 

and regeneration/exchange context.)

Yes, we agree with the proposed accounting treatment in principle; 

treating approv al of  regeneration as an impairment indicator, 

reassessing usef ul liv es and apply ing accelerated depreciation, and 

derecognising assets at demolition. This is a helpf ul and 

sector‑relev ant clarif ication and better ref lects the reality  that 

regeneration is ty pically  multi‑y ear and phased, rather than an 

immediate disposal at the point of  scheme approv al. Howev er, we 

believ e the SORP lacks nuance in how this is expected to operate in 

practice, particularly  giv en the interaction with sector metrics 

(including EBITDA‑MRI) and cov enant headroom. Without f urther 

guidance, the approach could create disproportionate pressure on 

reported perf ormance in the early  y ears of  regeneration, ev en where 

scheme economics and long‑term serv ice potential are positiv e. This 

raises a genuine concern about the commercial v iability  of  

regeneration programmes if  temporary  accounting ef f ects are 

misunderstood by  stakeholders. We recommend the SORP includes: 

•	explicit sequencing i.e., reassesses usef ul liv es f irst, then recognise 

impairment only  if  recov erable amount remains below the carry ing 

amount af ter the lif e rev ision •	conf irmation that scheme/block lev el 

assessment is acceptable where assets are managed collectiv ely  

•	worked examples f or phased regeneration and partial demolition 

across multiple reporting periods •	a standard disclosure package 

explaining scheme phasing, rev ised liv es, impairment judgements 

and any  related grant mov ements, to maintain lender conf idence and 

improv e comparability . (Ref s: Exposure Draf t paragraphs 6.64–6.65 

and Chapter 12 interaction; Basis of  Conclusions regeneration 

section.)

Yes, we agree with the proposed accounting treatment of  

exchange of  assets in paragraphs 6.66 to 6.73. We also believ e 

that it ref lects the substance of  these arrangements. In particular, 

derecognising buildings on demolition where they  hav e no v alue to 

either party  is appropriate, and def erring derecognition of  land 

transf erred as part of  an exchange until control of  replacement 

assets is obtained av oids premature disposal accounting.

This approach better ref lects that the prov ider continues to expect 

f uture economic benef its f rom the exchange arrangement and that 

the transaction is not substantiv ely  complete until the replacement 

assets are receiv ed. It also av oids creating accounting outcomes 

that could distort perf ormance in the y ears between land transf er 

and asset receipt.

(Ref s: Exposure Draf t paragraphs 6.66–6.73; Basis of  

Conclusions exchange of  assets section.)

Yes, we agree with the amended treatment of  grant in stock transactions in paragraphs 6.74–6.75 and support the rationale in the Basis of  Conclusions. Where the f under consents to transf er grant obligations with properties in a stock transaction, recognising the transf erred grant by  

the acquiring prov ider as if  originally  receiv ed improv es transparency , supports comparability , and better ref lects the continuing enf orceability  of  grant conditions linked to the properties.

Howev er, we recommend that the SORP explicitly  clarif ies that this change is intended f or stock transactions (exchange of  assets) and is not intended to alter business combination accounting at group or entity  lev el, where f air v alue measurement already  ref lects restrictions and 

conditions and separate recognition could risk double counting.

We also support retrospectiv e application in principle. Howev er, we understand that practical implementation will be complex f or older transactions where acquired v alues were later componentised and subsequently  altered. To support consistent implementation, the SORP should 

include a short transition checklist (i.e., data sources such as transaction documentation, grant registers and prior contingent liability  notes) and conf irm acceptable estimation approaches where historic component-lev el allocation is not readily  av ailable (f or example, reconstructing 

gross cost and allocating grant across current component splits on a consistent basis). Where f ull retrospectiv e restatement is impracticable, the SORP should clearly  signpost the FRS 102 impracticability  disclosure route and the minimum disclosure expectations. Usef ul examples 

would include:

•	a straightf orward stock swap with transf erred grant recognised as def erred income and amortised ov er remaining liv es

•	a scenario where a property  acquired in a prior swap is later partially  disposed, showing how grant recy cling/repay ment interacts with the def erred grant balance.

(Ref s: Exposure Draf t paragraphs 6.74–6.75 and Chapter 11 grant accounting; Basis of  Conclusions stock transactions grant section and impairment-neutral example.)

Yes, we agree with the proposed change to paragraph 12.29. Including the cost of  rectif y ing impaired 

land (f or example contamination) within depreciated replacement cost is appropriate because it ref lects 

the economic reality  that such costs are necessary  to restore the land to a condition capable of  

deliv ering its serv ice potential. Excluding these costs could understate the recov erable amount and 

produce impairment outcomes that do not ref lect the substance of  the asset’s serv ice capacity .

We also agree with the clarif ication that this approach should apply  to land and that, f or other elements, 

construction costs should represent the lowest cost under optimal conditions.

(Ref s: Exposure Draf t paragraph 12.29; Basis of  Conclusions impairment/DRC clarif ication section.)

Broadly , y es. The Exposure Draf t f ocuses on the lease topics most relev ant to registered prov iders, including identif y ing and classif y ing leases f or 

lessors, below‑market rent arrangements f or lessees, treatment of  non‑lease components (serv ice charges), and the proposed simplif ications f or lessor 

maturity  analy sis disclosures. These are the areas where sector-specif ic interpretation is most needed and where preparers would otherwise f ace 

disproportionate complexity . That said, it would be benef icial f or the SORP to include additional practical examples in a small number of  areas where 

complexity  is common and practice may  div erge. In particular, sublease arrangements (where a prov ider holds a headlease and grants subleases) can 

produce classif ication challenges and could be supported by  a worked example. Furthermore, where rent and serv ice charges are bundled in a single 

tenant pay ment (especially  in af f ordable rent scenarios), additional guidance on allocation and the separation of  non‑lease components would improv e 

consistency . Finally , a short transition note (on sy stems, data points, and judgements such as lease term and discount rate) would help prov iders 

implement the rev ised lease model ef f iciently  and consistently . (Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions lease topics and conclusions; Exposure Draf t lease 

chapter and related income/serv ice charge guidance)

Generally , y es. The proposed guidance is helpf ul 

in highlighting that some peppercorn or nominal 

arrangements may  not meet the def inition of  a 

lease, and in explaining the interaction between 

Section 20 (leases) and the recognition of  

‘incoming resources’ where below‑market terms 

ef f ectiv ely  contain a grant or non‑exchange 

element. This is an area where preparers benef it 

f rom sector-specif ic signposting.

Howev er, to improv e consistency , the SORP 

could usef ully  include a short decision f ramework 

and one worked example. The decision f ramework 

should distinguish clearly  between arrangements 

where consideration is not substantiv e (and 

theref ore may  f all outside the lease def inition), 

and arrangements that are leases but include an 

embedded incoming resource that should be 

recognised as part of  the right‑of ‑use asset cost. 

A worked example would help demonstrate how to 

measure the incoming resource and how to present 

and disclose it, particularly  where the arrangement 

is long term and the market rent dif f erential is 

signif icant.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions on below‑market rent 

and incoming resources; Exposure Draf t lease 

chapter guidance.)

Yes, we agree. The conclusion that shared ownership 

accounting is not f undamentally  altered is reasonable, 

and the existing approach of  treating the f irst tranche 

as a sale (with the retained interest treated as an 

operating lease, and subsequent staircasing treated 

as disposals) remains appropriate giv en the v ariable 

nature of  shared ownership rental pay ments and the 

market‑v alue basis of  staircasing transactions.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions shared ownership lease 

assessment; Exposure Draf t shared ownership 

guidance ref erences.)

Yes, we agree. The proposed portf olio approach and simplif ications are pragmatic and proportionate 

giv en the administrativ e burden that would otherwise arise f rom lease‑by ‑lease assessment across 

large tenancy  portf olios, and the limited incremental decision-usef ulness of  highly  granular disclosures 

where tenancy  terms are short, rolling, or subject to signif icant behav ioural uncertainty .

To strengthen comparability , the SORP could conf irm the minimum assumptions that should be 

disclosed (f or example, the basis f or any  v oid/attrition rate used, the basis f or f uture rent 

assumptions, and the period bey ond f iv e y ears). Where material, a short sensitiv ity  disclosure could 

be encouraged so users understand how changes in assumptions would af f ect the maturity  prof ile.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions on maturity  analy sis and portf olio approach; Exposure Draf t lease 

disclosure proposals.)

Broadly , y es. The proposals aimed at improv ing consistency , such as a consistent 

presentation approach f or right‑of ‑use assets and the required use of  recognition exemptions 

where specif ied are sensible and should reduce unnecessary  complexity  and div ersity  in 

practice.

To support implementation, it would be helpf ul if  the SORP included brief  practical guidance 

on transition, including the key  judgements that are likely  to be material (lease term 

assessments, discount rates, separation/allocation of  non‑lease components, and any  

below‑market incoming resources). Example note disclosures would also be usef ul, 

particularly  f or prov iders with material non‑property  leases (e.g., of f ices, v ehicles, IT 

contracts) and f or groups where lease arrangements may  sit across multiple entities.

(Ref s: Basis of  Conclusions on presentation, exemptions, and implementation choices; 

Exposure Draf t Chapter 8.)

Broadly , y es. The proposed guidance in paragraphs 

9.10–9.11 is a helpf ul clarif ication that, in most 

circumstances, f uture costs necessary  to meet regulatory  

requirements (e.g., decarbonisation, building saf ety , the 

Decent Homes Standard) arise f rom f uture actions and 

theref ore do not meet the criteria f or recognising a 

prov ision. We also agree that where there is a legal or 

constructiv e obligation to carry  out works and those costs 

cannot be passed to leaseholders/tenants (or the prov ider 

expects to waiv e charges and has communicated this), 

prov ision recognition is appropriate and should improv e 

consistency  across the sector.

Howev er, to better unif y  practice, the SORP would benef it 

f rom short, sector‑specif ic examples illustrating when an 

obligation “cry stallises” f or building saf ety /f ire saf ety  

works (e.g., regulatory  enf orcement, binding notices, or 

constructiv e obligations created through published 

commitments to residents). In addition, we suggest 

explicitly  expanding the SORP to address the growing area 

of  legal disrepair and damp & mould prov isions, including 

measurement approaches (portf olio estimation) and 

disclosure expectations (key  assumptions, sensitiv ities 

and treatment of  recov eries).

Yes, the proposed guidance on repair obligations under the 2021 Shared Ownership Model is usef ul and should 

support consistent application. It clearly  identif ies the obligating ev ent (granting the lease/f irst tranche sale) and 

aligns the prov ision with the landlord’s obligation ov er the initial repair period, with reassessment and release when 

the obligation ceases (e.g., f ull staircasing).

Yes. We agree with the conclusions and consider the draf t 

guidance a meaningf ul improv ement in consistency  f or the 

sector. The distinction between f ixed and v ariable serv ice 

charges, and the resulting treatment of  ov er/under‑recov eries as 

liabilities/contract assets, should help align practice with the 

rev ised rev enue model. We also agree that sinking f unds should 

be treated as pay ments in adv ance (def erred income) and 

recognised as rev enue only  when the related perf ormance 

obligation is satisf ied (e.g., when the major works f unded by  the 

sinking f und are deliv ered).

Partly . The additional housing‑specif ic guidance prov ided f or 

serv ice charges, sinking f unds, deposits, and property  sales is 

helpf ul and will support implementation of  Section 23 in the areas 

most material to registered prov iders.

A short “housing rev enue streams checklist” (i.e., key  f act 

patterns mapped to the relev ant FRS 102 sections) plus example 

note disclosures would improv e consistency  and reduce 

implementation burden.

Yes. We agree that transf erring employ ee benef it 

disclosures into the SORP should improv e 

consistency  and comparability  across jurisdictions, 

and it largely  ref lects disclosures already  required 

through regulators’ directions/orders, so incremental 

burden should be limited.

Platf orm Housing Group Limited Amanda Shaw Registered Prov ider (England) Gov ernment Grants (FRS102 Section 24) Registered Prov iders f ace an increasing reporting burden due to changes in f inancial regulations and the SORP, placing additional pressure on f inance teams and 

sy stems. Proportionality  and clarity  are essential to av oid unnecessary  complexity

Probably , as this would giv e better comparability  ov er the sector Agree that reduced disclosure f or smaller organisations does 

seem appropriate and promotes transparency  and 

accountability

Agree with the ov erall approach, but would suggest an alternativ e wording f or point D, or the inclusion of  additional criteria.

Points A, B, and C are aligned with or ref erenced in FRS 102 and are theref ore appropriate. Howev er, point D is more subjectiv e and could be open to interpretation or potentially  driv en by  policy  

considerations rather than accounting principles. For example, the ref erence to “contribution to increased env ironmental benef its.”

Would recommend specif y ing additional criteria, such as clarif y ing that env ironmental benef its may  justif y  capitalisation f or social landlords only  where they  enhance the serv ice potential of  the asset 

and/or support the continued use of  the property  (e.g. through regulatory  compliance, improv ed ef f iciency , or extended asset longev ity ). In addition, Registered Prov iders may  inv est in env ironmentally  

benef icial improv ements to improv e residents’ quality  of  lif e, increase comf ort and wellbeing, reduce household energy  costs, and support positiv e env ironmental outcomes.

Agree that costs relating to rev enue contracts 

should be recognised in SOCI, as these obligations 

and contracts exist independently  of  the disposal 

and the associated costs are not directly  

attributable to completing the disposal

Agree with the proposed accounting treatment f or regeneration, which 

aligns with FRS 102 (points A–C). A) Approv al of  a regeneration 

scheme is an indicator of  impairment in line with FRS 102 paragraph 

27.9(f ), although it is not ev idence of  impairment in itself . B) 

Reassessment of  usef ul economic lif e (UEL) and residual v alue is 

consistent with FRS 102 paragraphs 17.26–17.27, requiring annual 

rev iew and rev ision where expectations change. In this context, 

shortening the UEL to the expected demolition date, with a nil or near-

nil residual v alue, is appropriate. C) Derecognition on demolition is 

consistent with FRS 102 paragraph 17.30, as no f uture economic 

benef its or serv ice potential remain. In terms of  Financial Reporting 

Impacts, would suggest the abov e accounting treatment would lead 

to: Earlier recognition of  depreciation or impairment, resulting in 

accelerated depreciation and lower asset v alues ahead of  demolition. 

Reduced one-of f  losses on disposal and improv ed transparency  of  

regeneration costs. More realistic asset liv es and av oidance of  

ov erstated asset v alues in line with regulatory  expectations. 

Howev er, this accounting treatment would also hav e a negativ e 

impact on operating surplus due to accelerated depreciation and 

earlier recognition of  impairment losses

Agree with the proposed accounting treatment detailed in 

paragraphs 6.66 through to 6.73.

It is worth noting 6.70 in ref erence to the second part of  the 

question, ‘Do y ou consider the treatment of  building disposal on 

demolition ref lects the substance of  the exchange relationship’. 

Under FRS 102 demolition results in derecognition as no f uture 

economic benef its or serv ice potential remain, so treating 

demolition as a disposal is technically  correct. Howev er, in many  

stock swaps demolition is not an independent disposal decision but 

an integral step in the exchange to obtain replacement assets. 

While demolition-as-disposal ref lects the legal and phy sical reality , 

it may  not f ully  ref lect the economic substance where demolition 

is simply  a mechanism to f acilitate the exchange.

Agree with the amended treatment set out in paragraphs 6.74–6.75, which is consistent with FRS 102 and the Housing SORP grant principles. This av oids the misleading outcome of  recognising an asset at cost or f air v alue while ignoring the attached grant obligation.

In terms of  retrospectiv e implementation, would suggest there may  be concerns about the av ailability  of  inf ormation to implement this change retrospectiv ely  based on current disclosure notes. While RPs ty pically  disclose total SHG, RCGF, or similar balances, grant inf ormation is 

of ten not av ailable at indiv idual property  or scheme lev el, particularly  f or older stock or assets acquired through historic transf ers or mergers. The SORP should theref ore acknowledge that prospectiv e or modif ied retrospectiv e application may  be necessary  where reliable data is 

unav ailable.

Agreed in principle with the proposed change to include the costs of  rectif y ing impaired land in the 

depreciated replacement cost (DRC)

Only  remediation costs that are necessary  to restore the land to a usable condition f or the replacement 

asset should be included in DRC. Costs arising f rom ov er-remediation, enhancement, or changes in use 

bey ond the existing serv ice potential should be excluded, as these would go bey ond replacement of  the 

existing asset.

Agree that the proposed SORP appropriately  cov ers key  lease topics f or lessors and lessees, including lease identif ication and classif ication, right-of -

use assets, below-market rent agreements, rental income, non-lease components, maturity  disclosures, and Shared Ownership.

The proposed guidance is suf f icient as a high-lev el 

f ramework, giv ing social landlords a logical 

process f or determining recognition and 

measurement of  below-market rent agreements.

Cannot f oresee any  changes impacting on current 

accounting

Simplif ication of  disclosure reporting is a positiv e approach, but need to be mindf ul of  needs of  

stakeholders, e.g. f unders

Agree with the proposals in Chapter 8 f or implementing Section 20 Leases of  FRS 102. The 

guidance prov ides a clear, practical f ramework f or identif y ing and accounting f or leases, 

including exemptions f or short-term and low-v alue leases, and aligns well with the social 

housing sector.

It prov ides clear, practical criteria f or recognising 

prov isions, distinguishing between obligations the social 

landlord is responsible f or and those that are the 

leaseholder’s or tenant’s responsibility .

The guidance in paragraphs 9.12 to 9.18 prov ides a clear f ramework f or recognising and measuring repair obligations 

under the shared ownership model. Additional illustrativ e examples and guidance on disclosures would f urther 

support consistent application.

The majority  of  our serv ice charges are v ariable, and income is 

recognised monthly  based on the estimates computed at the end 

of  the f inancial y ear. Serv ices charged v ary  f rom scheme to 

scheme, but most serv ice is consumed month by  month, so 

appropriate to recognise income on a monthly  basis and bundle 

them together. To separately  account f or any  which do not f all 

monthly  would be an onerous task and probably  not hav e a 

material impact on the f inancial statements. Balancing 

adjustments are not computed until af ter the end of  the f inancial 

y ear, so can only , and are, adjusted f or when known in the 

subsequent y ear.

The conclusions with respect to sinking f und income seem 

reasonable, and this is what is currently  adopted.

Howev er, we do hav e some concerns around Market Rent and 

Af f ordable Rent products, which are rent charges only  f or the 

resident. Dis-aggregating the rent and serv ice charge elements 

will create additional analy sis complexities.

It does seem appropriate Agree

Plus Dane Housing Claire Dixon Registered Prov ider (England) In broad terms, no, howev er specif ic ref inements are considered in the remainder of  the consultation responses 

below.

The biggest issue will be to ensure practical implementation of  reporting against the changed requirements, particularly  in relation to Leases and Rev enue Recognition. 

In an env ironment where access to experience and technical skillsets in f inance is tight, coupled with the need to ensure lean ov erheads f or any  organisation or 

business, f inding the capacity  to report correctly  in the timef rames suggested will be dif f icult. For those looking to inv est in sy stems and technological resources, the 

timef rame f or decent procurement, implementation and teething issues will be c2 y ears, if  not more.

Additionally , it is f elt that while there might be a requirement f or more guidance on some of  the grey er areas of  accounting (addressed below), conv ersely  there are 

elements of  the SORP that simply  restate common accounting principles. Consideration of  f urther conciseness of  wording is requested.

The SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it landlords, with 

specif ic applications as ref erenced f or PBEs as per FRS102. The SORP 

prov ides suf f icient clarity  on the distinction.

Yes, agreed. In summary , inclusion of  6.26(d) is welcome, howev er there is concern that this may  lead to ov er-capitalisation bey ond the spirit of  the def inition of  an asset through use of  the wording “increased 

env ironmental benef its”. From an accounting perspectiv e, ‘env ironmental’ benef its will be f ar harder to quantif y  (and of ten f ar more subjectiv e) than ‘economic’ benef its as per the def inition of  a f ixed 

asset. Theref ore there should be a direct link made between the f uture economic benef its that expect to f low f rom the env ironmental benef it af f orded by  the proposed component/asset. For example:

•	Cladding or wall insulation that results in a warmer home: o	Makes the homes of f ered by  the respectiv e RP more attractiv e (certainty  of  rent, subject to macroeconomic conditions) o	Reduces potential f or 

damp and mould related repairs (improv ed operating costs and may be improv ed capital reinv estment costs through lengthened UEL of  the structure) o	Of f ers the opportunity  f or less requirement to heat a 

home if  well insulated theref ore reducing demand f or heating energy  (therein lies the env ironmental benef it).

The purpose f or capital expenditure is f irst and f oremost f or f uture economic benef it f or the organisation incurring the spend; continuing to link capitalisation to economic benef it ensures that implementation 

of  decarbonisation initiativ es remains af f ordable f or the wider economy  and promotes smarter inv estment and innov ation. Otherwise, ov er-capitalisation may  lead to short term v iews on achiev ing green 

targets, f urther tightening of  the economic env ironment and disincentiv ises innov ation.

Yes, agreed. Treatment seems reasonable on the basis that property  identif ied f or 

regeneration will need to be disposed (demolished) or has already  

been impaired if  ly ing dormant with no expectation f or f uture 

economic benef it in the state that it is in.

Treatment seems logical and reasonable, including treatment of  

demolition.

Treatment is agreed and justif ied. No f urther specif ic examples to recommend. RPs may  encounter issues with retrospectiv ely  implementing if  grant inf ormation has been lost ov er time (i.e. documentation is not complete and dates back a number of  y ears such that neither entity  – 

RP or LA – has a complete record of  the original transaction).

Agreed, no reason to challenge change. Topics are agreeable and no f urther areas to suggest. No specif ic examples to call on to suggest the 

proposed guidance is insuf f icient.

Agreed. Agreed. Agreed – subject to f urther consideration f or phy sical implementation at entity  lev el. Many  

will hav e signif icant work to complete to identif y  leases, categorise, collate lease inf ormation 

and report suf f iciently  on. The alignment to IFRS is welcome howev er.

Guidance seems reasonable at this stage and topical f or 

the sector in relation to f ire remediation works.

The guidance seems in theory  reasonable, howev er there is concern around the phy sical practicalities of  recording 

and reporting at unit lev el of  the prov isions and allowances required. This may  require sector wide collaboration and 

dev elopment of  the accepted application through the v arious sy stems in use among RPs.

In principle, all conclusions agreed with. Howev er, in practice, 

there needs to be consideration f or the practical implementation. 

Anecdotally , it would seem that many  RPs do not hold 

sophisticated sy stems f or accounting f or serv ice charge costs 

and income. The sof tware market is adapting to pick this up, 

especially  as LAFRA progresses, howev er, it is recognised that 

there is still some distance to go.

In addition, f urther guidance on the def inition of  ‘v irtually  certain’ 

in relation to income accruals may  be required. For example, an 

under-recov ery  of  serv ice costs, based on a budget set in April 

20X1, would be recov ered through serv ice charged lev ied in April 

20X3 f ollowing reconciliation through the statement of  account in 

September 20X2. In theory , the rev enue is ‘certain’ in that it will 

be charged on, howev er, what of  the instances when the 

property  is v acated and lef t v oid? Is the income still considered 

‘v irtually  certain’ enough that the under-recov ery  could be 

accrued f or in 20X1-2 as it arises?

At present, guidance seems mostly  suf f icient, although f urther 

clarity  will be become ev ident as RPs mov e to improv e reporting 

alongside LAFRA requirements. The SORP needs to ensure the 

policy  and reporting requirements are aligned.

Agreed.

Progress Housing Group Helen Billington Registered Prov ider (England) No No Yes Yes Agree. It might be helpf ul f or the SORP to of f er more guidance by  the way  of  illustrations. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes It would be usef ul to clarif y  where the obligation to 

report originated f rom

RSM UK Kelly  Adams Accounting f irm or body Chapter 6 – Housing Properties

In addition to our responses below, we hav e the f ollowing observ ations on this section:

Paragraph 6.23. We note that this list of  examples of  components has been added to this v ersion of  the SORP. We 

question if  this is a necessary  addition?

Paragraph 6.24 ref erences “incremental f uture economic benef its” bef ore examples are prov ided in 6.26. Perhaps a 

cross ref erence would be helpf ul here.

Paragraph 6.24 ref ers to “parts of  some items of  property ” and uses an example of  a roof  which is also listed in 6.23 

as a component. It is not clear where whether “parts” and “components” are expected to be the same thing or is this 

ref erring to parts of  components (such as part of  a roof ?). We think that f urther clarity  is needed here in order f or 

the reader to understand the aim of  this paragraph.

We think that the new guidance prov ided in paragraph 6.25 is usef ul.

Paragraph 6.26 - ref erences to “incremental f uture benef its” should be replaced with “incremental f uture economic 

benef its”.

We note the use of  sev eral terms relating to compliance with the SORP, “must, shall, should and may ” which could lead to some conf usion and inconsistency  of  

application, but we acknowledge this is explained in paragraphs 1.12-1.15.

Yes, we agree. It is our v iew that the SORP should apply  to f or-prof it social 

landlords as they  are registered prov iders prov iding social housing. Apply ing 

the same f ramework ensures consistency , transparency  and comparability  

f or stakeholders.

Para 1.3 is clear that it applies to both.

We agree with the proposal to reduce the threshold to 1,000 

homes. Many  prov iders with between 1,000 and 5,000 homes 

already  produce this inf ormation on a v oluntary  basis. We 

f eel this promotes consistency  and ref lects current good 

practice.

We do howev er note that this does potentially  conf lict with 

the Gov ernment's aim of  reducing red tape f or smaller 

businesses.

We are concerned that the term “commensurate with the size 

of  the business” is open to interpretation and could result in 

less consistency . There is also a risk that the annual report 

could become a “box ticking exercise” f or some smaller 

prov iders.

We suggest that the SORP could include f urther guidance to 

encourage prov iders to f ocus on specif ic circumstances to 

reduce risk of  “boiler plate” disclosures being produced.

Yes, we agree with this addition.

The examples are helpf ul and it is clear that the list is not exhaustiv e.

We agree with the proposed amendment in principle, 

howev er the example giv en is not something that 

we hav e seen as being an issue across our client 

base. We do not see this amendment as hav ing a 

signif icant impact.

Yes, we agree as this deriv es directly  f rom FRS102.

6.65 could be clearer in clarif y ing that the asset may  hav e already  

been impaired at the date of  demolition based on when the decision 

was taken.

Yes, we agree.

We think that paragraph 6.70 relating to demolition of  property  as 

part of  an exchange of  assets could be clearer in clarif y ing that 

the approv al date and date of  exchange may  be dif f erent. This 

would be an issue if  the approv al and exchange dates span two 

dif f erent accounting periods. We think that the words ‘at date of  

approv al’ should be added to the end of  this sentence f or clarity .

Yes, we agree with the amended treatment of  grant in stock transactions as this aligns with the treatment of  gov ernment grants and ensures correct rev enue recognition.

We would note that the new requirements, including the summary  in the basis of  conclusions, has prompted some RSLs to consider whether the change in treatment of  grant applies to grant in business combinations and has caused some conf usion in the sector (as this is essentially  a 

stock transaction) as to whether a prior period adjustment is required in relation to prev ious transf ers of  engagement where grant has been taken account of  in the housing properties Fair Value and released to the I&E (as part of  the Fair Value gain) upon transf er. We are aware that this 

change does not impact the treatment of  grant in business combinations, but it might be usef ul f or SORP to be clear on this to av oid mis-interpretation and inconsistency  in application of  SORP.

We note that the requirement to adopt the amendments retrospectiv ely  is set out in paragraph 17.11 We do not hav e any  concerns about making this change retrospectiv ely  as paragraph 17.32 of  the Housing SORP 2018 required the disclosure of  this inf ormation.

We agree that this is a reasonable approach. Other than where we hav e responded in this document, we agree with the topics addressed in the proposed SORP.

We note that in Scotland the use of  “operating” leases between parents and subsidiaries is a common structure f or Mid-market rent properties (and 

expect a Right of  Use Asset would be recognised in the subsidiary ). It may  be benef icial to include guidance on this in the SORP, although we recognise 

that corporate subsidiaries of  RSLs do not apply  the SORP.

Yes, we think this guidance is usef ul.

The distinction in the example in paragraph 8.9 

between below market rent and peppercorn is 

helpf ul and acknowledges that the def inition of  

“substantiv e” is judgemental.

8.10 should start with the word “where” not “there”.

Yes, we agree. Yes, we agree. We hav e no f urther comment here. Yes, we agree this is helpf ul additional guidance. Yes, we agree that suf f icient guidance is prov ided. Yes, we agree. While it is not possible to cov er ev ery  scenario in the SORP we 

f eel it prov ides suf f icient guidance in the areas expected.

We agree that this is helpf ul to unif y  the 

requirements of  dif f erent geographical jurisdictions 

as this brings consistency  to the sector.

Sanctuary  Group Chris Marshall Registered Prov ider (England) No No Yes Yes The inclusion of  social purpose objectiv es within the examples of  incremental f uture benef its is a welcome clarif ication, howev er, the wording currently  proposed f or 6.26(d) f ocusses on env ironmental 

benef its and would perhaps be better expanded to include the other examples incorporated into paragraph 6.25. Example wording could be: Works undertaken in order to meet new or changed legislation, or 

to meet env ironmental or sustainability  targets (f or example, decarbonisation works).

Please check the ref erence within 6.25 to paragraph 6.46. Should this read 6.45 to 6.46?

Yes. It may  be usef ul to also include examples of  

costs that should be treated as part of  net disposal 

proceeds.

Yes Yes There has been some conf usion around the scope of  this requirement in consultation brief ings and discussions with members of  the working party . Our interpretation of  the requirement is that it ref ers to grant acquired as part of  a stock rationalisation programme between social 

landlords. Other interpretations hav e been that this would also apply  to business combinations. If  it were to apply  to business combinations, we believ e there to be potential conf lict with the general principles of  acquisition accounting (whether under FRS 102 or IFRS) in which assets 

and liabilities should be recognised at their indiv idual f air v alues at the point of  acquisition. We do not believ e grant should be recognised under these circumstances because a ‘present’ obligation only  arises when a property  sale to a non-registered prov ider occurs and, under general 

principles, prov isions should only  be recognised when a liability  exists independently  of  the entity ’s f uture actions (i.e. cannot be av oided through some other action or inaction). Clarity  should be giv en around the scope and, if  the intention is to include business combinations, this point 

should be specif ically  addressed.

The f ollowing assumes that the requirement does not apply  to business combinations.

The examples giv en within the SORP show the selling landlord rev ersing amortised grant prev iously  recognised in rev enue, in ef f ect, reclassif y ing grant amortisation to prof it on disposal. This treatment could conf lict with the requirements of  FRS102 in relation to rev enue recognition 

and could distort rev enue comparability  in material transactions. This step shouldn’t be necessary  f or grant to be recognised in the receiv ing social landlord’s f inancial statements as if  it had receiv ed the original grant itself .

The retrospectiv e approach to this change will be extremely  challenging to implement due to the lack of  historical inf ormation. Although, as stated in the basis of  conclusions, grant liabilities acquired would ordinarily  be disclosed as a contingent liability , in practice, many  older 

disclosures hav e been remov ed in agreement with auditors on materiality  or relev ance grounds.

One f urther point that does not seem to hav e been considered is that many  landlords opted to f air v alue properties on transition to FRS 102, derecognising the grant and incorporating within the cost of  assets (deemed cost). Apply ing the retrospectiv e requirements f or grants acquired 

prior to the transition date would not be compatible with the transition arrangement options av ailable at the time since these transitional arrangements would ef f ectiv ely  negate the retrospectiv e restatement, if  all transactions were to be considered in a logical chronology . We believ e 

that this should be specif ically  addressed and that, where such accounting was applied, the new guidance should only  apply  to transactions subsequent to the transition.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes, but see point on rev enue. Yes Yes Yes Yes The conclusions are clear on the treatment of  tenancies as leases 

under the SORP. Would it be worth including some additional 

guidance around other ty pes of  residential contract, such as 

licences to occupy ?

In principle, y es. Howev er, the remuneration 

def inition included in the SORP exposure draf t 

dif f ers f rom the Accounting Direction by  excluding 

contributions pay able in respect of  pensions. This 

requirement would hav e to be remov ed f rom the 

f orthcoming Accounting Direction update. The 

Regulator’s FVA return currently  requires the 

inclusion of  both pension contributions and national 

insurance contributions pay able to directors and 

board members.

Sav ills Sarah MacGregor Social Housing Valuer We hav e nothing f urther to note. We recommend that f unders be activ ely  inv olv ed in the consultation process or participate in sector-wide f eedback sessions. This would help assess how the 

proposed FRS 102 changes may  impact loan cov enants and allow housing associations to plan implementation ef f ectiv ely . Engaging with f unders early  is critical, as 

these changes will require timely  coordination and may  inv olv e additional costs. A unif ied approach f rom f unders, with clear f eedback communicated to the sector, 

would be welcomed and prov ide greater certainty  f or housing associations.

Yes, it is agreed that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it 

social landlords, more so if  the For-Prof it is a registered entity . This 

approach promotes consistency  across the sector as a whole, which For 

Prof its are becoming a more v isible segment. We also believ e the SORP 

prov ides suf f icient clarity  by  clearly  marking sections that apply  only  to 

Public Benef it Entities (PBEs) as def ined by  FRS 102, which helps 

distinguish the requirements ef f ectiv ely .

Agreed. An annual report is essential f or entities of  this size 

as it prov ides readers with a comprehensiv e ov erv iew of  the 

activ ities undertaken during the f inancial y ear and of f ers 

insight into f uture strategy . It also helps non-f inancial 

readers interpret the f igures by  presenting context and 

narrativ e alongside the numbers, making the inf ormation 

more accessible and meaningf ul.

We agree with the proposed addition in paragraph 6.26(d) and support the reasoning outlined in the Basis of  Conclusions. Decarbonisation works represent a signif icant cost f or housing associations going 

f orward, so this clarif ication prov ides greater certainty  f or both organisations and auditors. Including examples of  what constitutes env ironmental benef its would f urther enhance understanding and ensure 

consistent application.

Agreed. The examples prov ided are helpf ul; 

howev er, it would also be v aluable to include 

examples of  costs that should be treated as part of  

net disposal proceeds. This would ensure the 

distinction is clear and consistently  applied in 

practice.

Partially  agreed. Regeneration schemes are of ten large-scale projects 

with long timelines, during which plans can ev olv e signif icantly . While 

we agree that the decision to demolish properties should trigger an 

impairment rev iew, we do not agree that this rev iew should occur at 

the outset of  the regeneration strategy . Instead, it should be 

conducted when the demolition ev ent becomes certain, ensuring the 

impairment ref lects actual circumstances rather than preliminary  

intentions. The timing of  6.64 is dif f erent to the treatment of  

exchange of  assets, consider this an inconsistency  potentially .

Agreed, howev er as mentioned abov e derecognition appears 

inconsistent with 6.64/6.65 as noted within question 7.

Agreed. This approach is consistent with the Capital Funding Guide (paragraph 2.7.4.12). The acquisition or transf er of  properties is intended to generate income and create maintenance and housing support obligations similar to other properties held by  HAs; theref ore, apply ing a 

consistent accounting treatment appears appropriate. This also aligns with the corresponding adjustments made by  the selling HA.

We agree that a prior-y ear restatement is required. Howev er, it is not clear f rom the SORP whether this applies only  where the acquisition date was bef ore the 2026/27 y ear-end. We consider that HAs should hav e suf f icient inf ormation to meet the disclosure note requirements.

Agreed. These costs are necessary  to ensure that the properties can be constructed. Howev er, it is 

important to note that this assumes land v alues f or non-impaired sites indicate that the land is suitable 

f or construction. If  this is not the case, then to maintain consistency , any  additional costs required to 

make the land f it f or dev elopment should be included within ov erall construction costs.

We agree that the proposed SORP appropriately  addresses key  lease topics, particularly  the current operating lease disclosures, shared ownership 

properties, and agreements at below market rent. Howev er, there are additional areas that could warrant consideration. For example, ground rent 

arrangements—although in most cases these will f all under peppercorn leases f or housing associations—may  benef it f rom explicit clarif ication to av oid 

ambiguity .

We also note changes to the treatment of  leases with more leases being shown on the balance sheet could hav e a signif icant impact on EBITDA and 

gearing, and that this will require early  conv ersations with lenders regarding proposed impact on cov enants. This is one of  the reasons we suggested in 

question 2 abov e, that lenders should be activ ely  inv olv ed in elements of  the consultation process.

Not f ully . While the SORP prov ides two 

options—treating the arrangement as either a lease 

or as a donation of  a serv ice or asset—and the 

accounting treatment is understandable, practical 

challenges arise. Many  housing associations hav e 

numerous short-term agreements with v arious 

organisations, which would signif icantly  increase 

administrativ e burden and, if  material, require 

additional audit scrutiny . Giv en that this approach 

is not consistent with FRS 102 and adds 

complexity  without clear benef it, we consider this 

requirement unnecessary .

Example: A housing association enters into 

multiple short-term peppercorn agreements with 

local authorities f or temporary  accommodation. 

Under the proposed guidance, each agreement 

would need to be assessed indiv idually  f or lease 

v s donation treatment, creating disproportionate 

ef f ort compared to the economic substance of  the 

transactions.

Agreed, no f urther comments. Agreed. The proposed simplif ication is appropriate, as additional detail would prov ide limited v alue to 

users of  the f inancial statements. The example disclosure included in the SORP is clear and meets 

the needs of  readers without introducing unnecessary  complexity .

Yes, other than comments made in prev ious questions. Yes, agreed. In addition, we recommend that the SORP 

working party  encourage HA’s to engage with their auditors 

on the presentation of  such prov isions in the Statement of  

Comprehensiv e Income (SOCI). Specif ically , where these 

costs represent one-of f  remedial expenses, they  should 

be classif ied as exceptional items and presented below 

operating surplus. This approach would help ensure limited 

impact on Value f or Money  (Vf M) metrics and cov enant 

calculations, while maintaining transparency  f or 

stakeholders.

We hav e concerns about the proposed guidance. Under the 2021 shared ownership model, the requirement to create 

a prov ision f or potential repair costs until f ull staircasing appears burdensome and inconsistent with other tenure 

ty pes. The accounting treatment f or shared ownership properties remains unchanged, split between current and f ixed 

assets. Giv en that all tenures are treated as f ixed assets and repair responsibilities remain with the housing 

association, apply ing a dif f erent approach to shared ownership properties introduces inconsistency  and unnecessary  

complexity .

Yes, agreed with conclusions. Howev er, to note f or af f ordable 

rents, where a serv ice charge element would be separated out, 

this will v ary  f rom SDR submissions and business planning 

sof tware where the rent is shown gross of  serv ice charges.

Agree with the adoption of  5 step model, howev er there is no 

ref erence to the model within the SORP, consider this could be 

included f or ref erence. The SORP appears to hav e f ocused on 

the main income streams af f ecting HAs.

We do not agree with this proposal, as we are 

unable to conf irm the benef it of  the change f rom 

bandings of  £10k to £5k, f rom the perspectiv e of  

readers of  the f inancial statements. We are unclear 

what additional clarity  would this prov ide.

Scottish Federation of  Housing 

Associations (SFHA)

Eli Harji Membership body n/a n/a SFHA agrees that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it 

social landlords. Apply ing the same f ramework will help to ensure 

consistency , transparency , and comparability  f or all stakeholders.

In principle, SFHA agrees with the proposal to reduce the 

threshold to 1,000 homes. Many  prov iders with between 

1,000 and 5,000 homes already  report on a v oluntary  basis, 

and this requirement would help to promote consistency . 

Howev er, f urther guidance would be usef ul on interpreting 

what it meant by  commentary  being ‘commensurate with the 

size of  the business’ to ensure that consistency  is achiev ed.

n/a n/a n/a n/a In principle, SFHA agrees with the amended treatment of  grant in stock transactions. Howev er, concerns hav e been noted regarding the proposal to apply  this change retrospectiv ely . For housing associations with a long operating history  (in some cases around 50 y ears), there is a 

risk that detailed historic grant inf ormation may  no longer be readily  accessible. As a result, retrospectiv e application could place an unduly  onerous burden on some prov iders.

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a A number of  SFHA members hav e noted that f urther 

guidance would be helpf ul in relation to costs that may  be 

recov erable through serv ice charges or other recharging 

mechanisms. For example, around the use of  

rechargeable repairs where the condition of  a property  

arises f rom a lack of  care on the part of  a tenant.

n/a n/a n/a n/a

Southern Housing Rowena Beard Registered Prov ider (England) We consider the SORP to be comprehensiv e. We welcome the alignment with the FRS 102 Periodic Rev iew 2024 and the updated guidance on capitalisation regarding sustainability  (Question 5), which is helpf ul in 

supporting the sector’s Net Zero objectiv es.

Our main concern relates to the treatment of  grant under stock swaps as set out at point 9. We would also welcome guidance on the application of  the £500 shared 

ownership repair prov ision.

Agree Agree Agree, no f urther criteria needed. We agree to expensing any  ongoing costs with one 

of f  costs to cost of  sale.

We agree with the principle, this is not a change to our current 

treatment.

We agree We strongly  disagree with the proposal. Our concerns are:

Stock swaps are usually  acquired at f air v alue (EUV-SH) which v alues the properties based on their continued use as regulated social housing. We f eel it would ov erstate the v alue in use if  this was grossed up to account f or a grant liability . This would complicate any  f uture impairment 

calculations.

Further, we think this meets the disclosure requirements f or a contingent liability  that has been inherited f rom a past ev ent related to another entity .

To apply  retrospectiv ely  would be a huge administrativ e burden f or us.

Additionally , we’d hav e to amend our gearing cov enants and explain this change to our banks. Banks understand historic costs, with this proposed change we’d lose that.

Agree Yes. The cov erage of  lease topics is adequate and aligns with the new FRS 102 requirements. We do not believ e f urther topics are required. Yes. We support the guidance and particularly  the 

ref erence to the recognition exemption f or low-

v alue assets (paragraph 8.15). This is pragmatic 

f or "peppercorn" arrangements, av oiding the need 

f or complex v aluations of  immaterial lease assets 

and liabilities.

Yes we agree. Agree. We support the proposed simplif ications f or the disclosure of  a maturity  analy sis of  lease 

pay ments receiv able by  lessors. Allowing a portf olio basis rather than lease-by -lease calculations and 

using reasonable assumptions (e.g., CPI+1% rent increases, current v oid/attrition rates) will 

signif icantly  reduce administrativ e burden while maintaining transparency  and comparability .

We hav e no objections. Agree We agree that £500 repair obligation requires a prov ision. Howev er, this is a resource heav y  task, and a simplif ied 

approach should be considered. It is likely  that the organisation is going to suf f er operating cost increases to satisf y  

this requirement f ully .

Yes, we agree with the principle. Yes Yes

Sov ereign Network Group (SNG) Grace Gedge Registered Prov ider (England) Chapter 12 Impairment of  assets: SNG would like prov ision of  f urther guidance within paragraph 12.5. This paragraph 

sets out the assessment of  dev elopment schemes or programmes where no initial impairment assessment is 

required on completion where a social landlord has perf ormed an appraisal of  a dev elopment scheme which was 

approv ed by  the board and completed in all material aspects in accordance with these plans.

SNG would like to understand if  this would also apply  to schemes in dev elopment within Housing Property  Fixed 

Assets where the same principle applies. Schemes in dev elopment can span sev eral y ears during which time market 

conditions and env ironmental f actors can change with multiple appraisals approv ed during this time.

We believ e there is a ty po in 8.10 - ‘There’ to ‘Where’ Yes, SNG agrees Yes, SNG agrees SNG agrees, and welcome the addition at 6.26 (d) to set out f uture incremental benef its linked to env ironmental benef its such as decarbonisation. It would be usef ul to prov ide more specif ic examples 

within the guidance f or decarbonisation, f or example, solar, heat pumps as well as including measures that improv e the ef f iciency  of  the home such as wall insulation, draf t exclusion, mechanical 

v entilation which are needed in some cases to achiev e zero carbon.

We agree SNG agrees with the approach to rev iew the usef ul economic lif e at 

the point a decision is made to regenerate per 6.64 (b). We would like 

this to include examples of  what that ‘point of  decision’ would look 

like, including Board approv al, planning approv al etc. The newly  

inserted guidance suggests the residual v alue is likely  to be nil or 

v ery  close to nil. This is not necessarily  the case, and the guidance 

does not consider the v alue of  the land v alue associated with the 

regeneration which is ordinarily  treated as part of  the land component 

within the regenerated asset.

Yes, SNG agree SNG disagrees with the approach and proposal to apply  this retrospectiv ely .

(a)Properties purchased as part of  stock transf er are usually  acquired at EUV-SH i.e. f air v alue. This is the v alue that is recorded within Housing Properties. The proposed guidance to gross up the price paid by  the RP to ref lect the grant transf erred would mean the Housing Property  

asset book v alue is artif icially  inf lated by  the grant.

(b)The basis of  conclusion has not considered the signif icant administrativ e and accounting impact to componentise the ‘additional’ cost to gross up the grant, as well as the grant itself , f or each indiv idual asset impacted. To depreciate the ‘additional’ cost and amortise the associated 

grant, this would be required at component lev el within the f ixed asset register. For SNG this is a signif icant exercise when considering the many  stock transf ers that hav e taken place ov er the y ears, f or example as part of  historical mergers.

(c) As per FRS102 2.24 cost is a perv asiv e constraint on the inf ormation that can be prov ided by  f inancial reporting. It is important that the cost of  carry ing out a f ull rev iew of  grant on stock transf ers, swaps and business combinations is justif ied by  the benef its of  reporting that 

inf ormation. In our v iew the cost signif icantly  outweighs the benef it of  apply ing this approach whilst distorting key  f inancial metrics. Limited time has been giv en to those RPs impacted to work through what is proposed retrospectiv ely .

(d) The basis of  conclusion has only  considered the impact of  the upside to grant on operating margin. The net ef f ect of  apply ing depreciation and amortisation to the grossed up cost and grant would more than likely  result in a deterioration of  operating margin due to the f act grant is 

ty pically  amortised ov er the lif e of  the structure whereas cost is componentised using dif f erent UELs i.e. structure, windows/doors, roof s etc, some of  which are much shorter than the structure component. In addition, ROCE will also be negativ ely  impacted by  artif icially  increasing 

the denominator i.e. housing property  cost by  the grant transf erred.

(e)At present the grant transf erred as part of  a stock transf er is shown as a contingent liability  on the basis that should a f uture ‘relev ant ev ent’ occur as per the Capital Funding Guide section 7 this grant could become repay able or recy clable. This is no dif f erent to actual grant 

receiv ed where it is amortised and treated as a contingent liability . Whilst the actual grant liability  is reducing on the balance sheet, there is still a contingent liability  f or the grant that has been amortised.

(f ) It is not clear f rom the guidance how this may  impact business combinations that are accounted f or at f air v alue and the grant is shown as a contingent liability . This same treatment is currently  how stock transf ers are treated as per the extant SORP as the cost to acquire the 

stock is at f air v alue i.e. EUV-SH. If  business combinations are also impacted by  this proposed retrospectiv e change to grant accounting, this will hav e an ev en more signif icant impact on all the points raised within 9(a) to 9(d) f or SNG and RP population.

(g)Finally , the examples set out in the SORP ED section 6.75 are f or stock swap transactions as opposed to an example that sets out a stock transf er only  which may  not inv olv e a swap.

Yes, SNG agrees Please see our answer to the next question It would be usef ul to expand on 8.11 to 8.13 in 

relation to property  held by  the RP as a lessee 

with peppercorn rents. Ty pically , those properties 

are acquired at peppercorn rents on the basis that 

the RP incurs all the costs to ensure the property  

is suitable f or letting. Those costs are ref lected in 

the cost of  the asset and depreciated. We would 

pref er that the guidance prov ides a worked 

example.

8.15 suggests that a social landlord takes a 

recognition exemption f or leases f or which the 

underly ing asset is of  low v alue and circles back 

to 8.8 agreements less than market v alue.

SNG agrees, but we question its v alue to the reader 

as rent increases within this disclosure. This prof ile 

could be quite dif f erent to actual rents receiv ed in the 

f uture when f actoring in any  changes to those 

assumptions and changes to rent regulation.

Yes, SNG agrees Yes, we agree, with the exception of  those noted in our answers to questions 12 and 13. We agree, and this is SNG's current approach SNG would appreciate f urther guidance on 9.15. We would like to understand if  this means the prov ision needs to be 

considered f or a period of  up to 10 y ears at point of  the f irst tranche disposal and ref lected as a cost of  sale i.e. up 

to £5000 per impacted sale based on £500 per y ear f or 10 y ears.

Yes, SNG agrees SNG agrees, with the exception of  the practicality  of  reliably  

estimating the serv ice charge, particularly  where Section 20bs 

hav e been issued (non-lease component)and split of  serv ice 

charges associated with af f ordable rent will be challenging.

Further SORP guidance on methods to determine the serv ice 

charge (non-lease component) component f rom the rent/lease 

component would be appreciated.

Yes, SNG agrees

The Guinness Partnership Suzanne Whelan Registered Prov ider (England) We would appreciate clarity  on the treatment of  building saf ety  related costs as capital or rev enue costs, as this is a 

signif icant area of  expenditure f or the sector and we hav e encountered dif f erent interpretations of  how FRS 102 

should apply  to these costs. For example, a new f eature such as compartmentation installed as a result of  new 

building saf ety  legislation could be considered to extend the lif e of  the property , and in some cases reduce operating 

costs (f or example if  a waking watch is required if  the remediation is not installed). We think there could also be an 

argument that improv ements to the saf ety  of  a building could be considered part of  social purpose objectiv es, as 

env ironmental improv ements are now considered in 6.26 of  the SORP.

There is also an interaction with component accounting here, some building saf ety  f eatures may  not enhance the 

economic benef it of  an asset in an obv ious way , but are separate components with dif f erent patterns of  

consumption, in the way  a roof  or door would be.

We hav e f ound that dif f erent organisations are apply ing dif f erent rationales based on the abov e to costs such as 

cladding or compartmentation installed or replaced f or f ire saf ety  reasons. Some are concluding costs are capital but 

with v ary ing rationale to support capitalisation; some are concluding costs are rev enue. Further guidance would be 

appreciated to ensure a consistent and comparable approach across the sector.

We would appreciate clarity  f or the basis of  determining the serv ice charge that is included in af f ordable housing 

rental income, and the basis to apportion it between rent and serv ice charge. We believ e there is a risk that dif f erent 

organisations will take dif f erent approaches resulting in non-comparable data. See our response to question 18 f or 

more detail.

We would appreciate clarity  and f urther consideration on the contingent grant requirement. A retrospectiv e 

restatement will require signif icant input of  time and is not deemed to be v alue f or money . We would appreciate 

clarity  on what would be included i.e. is it just stock swaps, or will it include business combinations? See our 

response to question nine f or more detail.

No Yes, we agree with this; it is desirable that landlords, f ollow the same 

standard whether f or prof it or not f or prof it, to aid comparability  of  

perf ormance across the sector.

The Guinness Partnership does not hav e a v iew on this 

question.

Yes, we agree. See our response to question one as we f eel f urther criteria on building saf ety  expenditure may  be helpf ul. Yes, we agree with this proposed amendment. This aligns with how we would already  treat transactions of  this 

nature. Howev er, we note that such projects are of ten challenging to 

make f inancially  v iable, and writing of f  of  existing assets adds to 

this challenge. This is a potential barrier to housing prov iders including 

Guinness pursuing regeneration projects. We want to take the 

opportunity  to make a point here about the extreme challenges of  

regeneration projects being f inancially  v iable. These schemes require 

large amounts of  capital expenditure and write of f  of  existing assets 

(as conf irmed in this SORP amendment). Grant f unding is generally  

insuf f icient to make these projects v iable and theref ore Guinness 

has done f ew regeneration projects. We believ e there is a 

contradiction here in that the SORP recognises that assets are held 

f or their serv ice potential (social purpose) and permits assessing 

recov erable amount based on depreciated replacement cost, which 

of ten allows RPs to av oid recognising impairment of  housing 

properties. Howev er, in the scenario of  regeneration there is no ability  

to recognise the serv ice potential of  the assets in the assessment of  

the v iability  of  the scheme.

The Guinness Partnership does not hav e a v iew on this question We agree that the grant acquired in stock transactions should be recognised on balance sheet as a liability  and believ e this approach is more straightf orward and a truer ref lection of  the assets and liabilities acquired in a stock transaction. Howev er, we would appreciate greater clarity  

on how paragraphs 6.74 and 6.75 apply  in business combination scenarios where grant has been derecognised as part of  the f air v aluation of  assets and liabilities acquired in a business combination rather than a standalone stock swap.

We would also appreciate guidance on the interaction with the asset v alue. We assume that recognising the grant as a creditor will require uplif t of  the cost of  the associated asset by  an equiv alent amount, giv en the cost was based on a f air v alue calculation that f actored in grant 

liability , but would appreciate guidance if  this is the expected position.

We note that the abov e could hav e an adv erse impact on our operating surplus if  the components recognised when the asset v alue is uplif ted are depreciated ov er a shorter period than the grant. This could hav e the impact of  a reduced operating margin ov er a signif icant period of  

time, potentially  reducing f inancial plan capacity .

We want to also highlight some practical dif f iculties associated with bringing this grant liability  on balance sheet. Grant can amortise up to a period of  ov er 100 y ears, so while we hav e clear records f or recent y ears of  grant acquired in stock, ensuring the completeness of  liabilities 

recognised may  be a challenge. We would hav e to trace the history  of  the grant at a property  lev el f rom the point acquired to date, which f or historic acquisitions or those that may  hav e occurred in subsidiaries that were subsequently  acquired by  The Guinness Partnership Ltd, the 

av ailability  of  records may  be challenging. We believ e this would require signif icant time and resource and may  not be v alue f or money .

Yes, we agree with this. Yes, we agree with this. We would appreciate an example of  short-term leases. Is this where the total lease was less than 12 months, or where we hav e 

less than 12 months at the point of  apply ing the new rules? i.e. if  we had a 10 y ear lease that ends 31/12/2028, at 31 March 2027 (being our f irst y ear 

apply ing new changes) do we still recognise the lease as it was originally  a ‘long’ lease, or not due to it hav ing less than 12 months lef t at 31 March 

2027? Hav ing spoken to dif f erent organisations, there is a dif f erent interpretation. We believ e there will be a risk of  inconsistences in the sector if  this is 

not clarif ied.

Further guidance on what constitutes ‘substantiv e’ 

consideration would be helpf ul.

Yes, we agree with this. Yes we agree with this. Howev er, we would appreciate clarity  and examples on what determines 

‘onwards’ to ensure consistency  across the sector. Some organisations are looking to cap the 

‘onwards’ to 30 y ears to align to their business planas this is the period ov er which we would ty pically  

calculate costs or benef its and would inf luence business decisions.

Further guidance and examples regarding inter-group leases would be helpf ul. Yes, we agree with this guidance and it is helpf ul to hav e 

this position clarif ied in the SORP.

Yes, we agree with this guidance and consider it suf f icient. We agree with this treatment, howev er, we want to point out the 

challenges around accurately  estimating serv ice charge income 

during the period in question. Processes to calculate serv ice 

charge actuals ty pically  take six months af ter the y ear end and 

it is challenging to do a complete and accurate calculation in a 

shorter period of  time in order to correctly  recognise income 

bef ore the close and reporting of  the period in question. We 

expect the adjustment required here to be immaterial in most 

cases so would expect to av oid making adjustments on the basis 

of  materiality .

We would appreciate clarity  f or the basis of  determining the 

serv ice charge that is included in af f ordable housing rental 

income, and the basis to apportion it between rent and serv ice 

charge. We believ e there is a risk that dif f erent organisations will 

take dif f erent approaches resulting in non-comparable data.

Yes, other than what is noted in Q18 abov e. Yes we agree with this.

The Riv erside Group Rebecca MacGregor Registered Prov ider (England) Yes Yes Yes. In recent y ears, the sector has seen an increase in compliance related costs f or f ire saf ety , damp and mould, decarbonisation etc. In the absence of  specif ic sector related guidance in the SORP, 

associations hav e indiv idually  applied the standard recognition criteria and there is lack of  consistency  across the sector. The update in the exposure draf t is usef ul as it prov ides much needed clarity  on 

costs incurred as a result of  changes in regulation and sustainability  targets.

Further examples f or non property  assets would be usef ul f or example assets we hav e assets that the community  benef it f rom (play  parks etc) that support our social purpose.

Yes. It would be benef icial to prov ide examples of  

costs that can be included in net disposal proceeds.

The requirement to assess the usef ul lif e of  properties to be 

demolished as part of  a regeneration scheme makes sense. As does 

the requirement to account f or this as accelerated depreciation. 

Similarly , the amortisation of  any  capital grant would be accelerated 

ov er the same UEL. 6.64b states that f ollowing the acceleration, the 

residual v alue is likely  to be nil or v ery  close to nil. Howev er, as land 

is not depreciated, the remaining book v alue of  the property  at 

demolition would equate to the cost allocated to the land element 

which in most cases would be greater than nil. 6.65 states that that 

the asset should be derecognised at the point of  demolition. The 

remaining v alue at the point of  demolition (should no impairment of  

occurred) would be the remaining land cost. As the land is being 

retained as part of  the new dev elopment, it doesn’t make sense that 

the SORP requires a derecognition. The land is not being disposed of  

and it will continue to generate f uture economic benef it.

As with the comment f or point 7, the land is retained and f orms 

part of  the new property  dev elopment. The dif f erence proposed f or 

exchange of  assets is that it assumes the new asset will be the 

land at f air v alue in addition to the new construction costs. 

Howev er there is no f urther consideration or explanation f or how 

the f air v alue of  the land is expected to be accounted f or.

Agree in principle with the proposal to reinstate the grant liability , howev er, we disagree with the retrospectiv e adjustment proposed.

Properties acquired as part of  a stock transaction are recorded as housing property  at f air v alue. The proposed retrospectiv e adjustment will gross up housing property  to ref lect the grant transf erred which artif icially  inf lates housing property  assets.

As this is a retrospectiv e adjustment to a balance sheet liability , we would expect the adjustment to restate reserv es and not housing property . Particularly  giv en that the receipt of  capital grant would hav e been taken through the Statement of  Comprehensiv e Income when the stock 

transaction occurred and the grant was eliminated under the existing SORP.

The basis of  conclusion has only  considered the impact of  the grant on operating surplus (expectation that it would improv e through ongoing amortisation). The conclusion does not consider that the adjustment to housing property  assets would also result in a retrospectiv e adjustment to 

depreciation and an ongoing increased depreciation charge which would reduce any  benef it to operating surplus f rom the amortisation.

Additionally , there is no guidance on how RP’s should allocate capital grant. The cost of  the housing property  asset is allocated to land, buildings and components. There is no similar guidance in terms of  the allocation of  capital grant, f or example should grant be allocated to land, 

buildings and components or just f or the land and building elements? It would be usef ul if  the conclusion document considered this to ensure consistency  in how RP’s apply  this element of  the SORP.

There is potentially  signif icant administration required f or RP’s to administer this change. In particular depending on the decision whether to allocate the inf lated cost/grant to buildings only  or down to component lev el too.

There has been debate among RP’s regarding the ty pe of  transactions this guidance relates to. It would be usef ul to include examples of  the scenarios. Riv erside hav e assumed that regardless of  how an entity  has accounted f or the stock transaction, the core transaction is that we’v e 

acquired property  f rom another RP and hav e eliminated the grant. Theref ore, any  contingent grant liability  arising f rom a stock transaction should be brought back onto the balance sheet.

________________________________________

Yes Yes.

Riv erside hav e an existing prov ision f or f ire saf ety  works 

f or leaseholders where works hav e commenced at the 

reporting date and is in line with the SORP update.

Yes Yes In relation to serv ice charges, the retrospectiv e adjustment only  

applies to contracts that are not complete at the date of  initial 

application. There is no f urther guidance as to how this should be 

applied to serv ices charges, in particular what is meant by  a 

complete contract. For serv ice charges the tenancy  agreement or 

lease is considered to be the contact with the customer. Howev er, 

as tenancy  agreements or leases are not renewed annually , how 

should an RP determine which contracts are complete at the date 

of  application? Giv en that there is a consultation process each 

y ear with customers, we hav e assumed that each consultation 

period f orms it’s own contract f or the purpose of  apply ing the 

SORP. The contract runs in line with our accounting y ear and is 

assumed to be complete at the end of  the reporting period as. 

Further guidance on this matter would be usef ul and would ensure 

consistent application of  the SORP.
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Thirteen Housing Group Limited Beth Downing Registered Prov ider (England) No, we f eel that the material areas of  change related to leases and rev enue recognition are addressed 

comprehensiv ely .

No Yes, we agree that the SORP should apply  to both non-prof it and f or-prof it 

social landlords to improv e transparency  across the sector and to enable 

clearer comparison between landlords.

Yes, this would improv e comparability  across the sector. Yes, we agree with the addition to the capitalisation criteria of  “(d) a contribution to increased env ironmental benef its as part of  social purpose objectiv es (f or example decarbonisation).”, as although there is 

clear ev idence that env ironmental benef its translate to economic benef its (FRS 102 requirement) v ia reduced f uture costs, reduced compliance penalties etc., inclusion of  this criterion prev ents any  

ambiguity  as to whether this is the case. We do not f eel any  f urther criteria are necessary  as the main criteria that would impact the sector are cov ered and it is not possible to document an exhaustiv e list.

Yes, we agree with the treatment; howev er we f eel 

this could be encapsulated (or simplif ied) by  using 

the term “directly  attributable” costs of  disposal, 

similar to the def inition used under IAS.

Yes, we agree with the accounting treatment. We currently  impair the 

property  upon approv al of  demolition, so this is unlikely  to materially  

impact f inancial reporting, as remaining UEL is likely  to be low once 

demolition is approv ed.

Yes, we agree with the accounting treatment. FRS 102 is clear in 

that an asset should be derecognised at the point of  disposal or 

where there is no f uture economic benef it. It theref ore f ollows that 

in the substance of  this transaction the entity  still owns the asset 

at the point of  demolition as the exchange transaction has not 

taken place. At the point of  demolition, the asset can be of  no 

f uture economic benef it to the entity  and theref ore should be 

disposed of .

Yes, we agree with the treatment of  grant stock transactions.

The only  concerns we hav e with implementing this change retrospectiv ely  are:

-	the additional cost and time this may  require during the audit of  the f inancial statements, as restatement can require ref erral to our auditors’ technical team f or rev iew; and

-	f or our last stock transf er, we were not prov ided with the original v alue of  the grant to enable recognition of  the grant as if  we were the original recipient and theref ore would need to calculate this based on assumptions or request the details f rom the transf eror.

We hav e noted the below, which we would appreciate clarity  on:

•	Section 6.75 states: “acquisition f or the f ull amount of  the grant in accordance with paragraphs 11.11 to 11.13 (where housing properties are recognised at cost) or 11.16 to 11.21 (where housing properties are recognised at f air v alue) of  this SORP.” This contradicts with section 11.8, 

which states: “A social landlord which accounts f or its housing properties at cost must recognise gov ernment grants using the accrual model set out in paragraphs 11.16 to 11.21 of  this SORP. (b) A social landlord which accounts f or its housing properties at v aluation must recognise 

gov ernment grants using the perf ormance model set out in paragraph 11.13 of  this SORP.” We presume this is an error and section 6.75 should state sections 11.16-11.21 should be f ollowed f or properties measured at cost and 11.13 should be used when properties are measured at 

v aluation – please can this be clarif ied?

•	The f ormatting of  the stock transaction worked example f or the accounting entries f or “social landlord 1” is conf using as shows £800k and £3,000k on the same line. We assume that the £800k should be rev ersal of  the grant income, please can this be clarif ied?

Yes, we agree that rectif ication costs should f orm part of  depreciated replacement cost, as the 

def inition in FRS 102 clearly  states this should be the cost required to replace the serv ice potential of  

the asset and it theref ore f ollows that if  serv ice potential can only  be achiev ed v ia rectif ication, then 

the costs of  this should be included.

Yes, in our opinion the lease topics cov ered in the SORP are appropriate to clarif y  guidance. Addition of  f urther areas are unlikely  to add f urther v alue. Ov erall, the guidance clarif ies the FRS 102 

position f or consistency  of  reporting. Howev er, 

would appreciate f urther clarity  on the below:

•	8.9 of  the SORP seems to imply  50% or more (of  

the market rate) would be deemed substantiv e 

consideration. Is this intended to be a benchmark 

or merely  an example? FRS 102 does not def ine 

“substantiv e”.

•	We f eel that to improv e clarity  and distinguish 

clearly  between the accounting treatment f or the 

recognition of  a lease contract, compared to the 

treatment when the contract does not meet the 

criteria f or a lease, the f ollowing narrativ e in 

example 2 of  8.9 would benef it f rom being a stand-

alone point outside of  the example box, e.g. where 

“consideration is not substantiv e, the agreement is 

not considered a lease under paragraph 8.9 of  this 

SORP and is recognised in accordance with 

paragraphs 8.11 to 8.13 of  this SORP”.

•	There appears to be a ty po in 8.10 “There a social 

landlord…”, should this be “Where…”?

Yes, we agree that the changes to FRS 102 f or 

leases do not af f ect the accounting treatment of  

shared ownership as in accordance with FRS 

102.20.90, the lessor does not transf er substantially  

all risks and rewards.

Yes, without the simplif ication the administrativ e burden of  calculating the disclosure would outweigh 

the benef it and result in lack of  consistency  between disclosures across social landlords. The need to 

prov ide disclosure of  assumptions and alignment to the 30-y ear f inancial plan ensures transparency  

f or benef it of  the users of  the f inancial statements.

Yes, the proposed presentation is simple, minimising additional lines to the SoFP and 

ensuring consistency .

We agree with the requirement of  the SORP to mandate the recognition exemption f or leases 

with terms less than 12 months and agree that this will of f er greater consistency  across the 

sector, as well as being more ef f icient.

Yes, the guidance clarif ies the position regarding 

legal/regulatory  obligations, and we agree it is consistent 

with FRS 102.21.4.

Yes, in our opinion paragraphs 9.12 to 9.18 giv es suf f icient guidance as to when a prov ision f or repairs obligations 

is necessary  and the v ariables to consider when calculating this.

We agree with the conclusion that serv ice charges represent non-

lease components of  contracts and should be recognised in 

accordance with FRS S23, as the serv ice charges are distinct 

f rom the right to use the property  leased.

We agree with the basis of  conclusion that the perf ormance 

obligation of  a serv ice charge is satisf ied ov er time in 

accordance with S23.81 and support the clarif ication prov ided in 

SORP 10.9-10.14 relating to the recognition of  income f or 

v ariable serv ice charges.

We agree with the basis of  conclusion that a sinking f und is a 

method of  pay ment and should be treated as def erred income 

(pay ment in adv ance of  a perf ormance obligation) and only  

recognised in rev enue when the obligation f or which the sinking 

f und was set up is f ulf illed.

NB

In relation to serv ice charge income - we support the 

acknowledgement within the basis of  conclusion that the actual 

serv ice charge cost on which the income is based will still be 

subject to change at the date the f inancial statements are being 

prepared, and also the dif f iculty  in splitting out the serv ice 

charge component of  af f ordable rent.

We note the v ariable serv ice charge estimate is not included in 

examples of  estimates to be common to social landlord (section 

3.16 of  the SORP) – we would be gratef ul f or clarity  regarding 

the rationale f or this (e.g. is this not expected to be material 

across the sector)?

Yes, we f eel the SORP addresses all material areas impacted by  

the new requirements. It is f elt that in most areas relating to 

rev enue contracts, S23 is already  f ollowed although not in the 

f ormalised manner now set out in FRS 102. The only  area we f eel 

required greater clarity  was v ariable serv ice charges, which has 

been addressed in the exposure draf t.

Yes – it is easier to hav e this inf ormation in one 

place, rather than in two documents.

VIVID Stephen Lov elace Registered Prov ider (England) While the SORP addresses most of  the key  areas relev ant to social housing prov iders, it still leav es a gap when it 

comes to situations where one landlord manages homes on behalf  of  another. These arrangements can be dif f icult to 

interpret, as it’s not alway s obv ious whether they  should be accounted f or as a lease or as a straightf orward 

management serv ice. A simple decision‑tree or short piece of  guidance would help organisations reach consistent 

conclusions. Historically , FRS 102 has of f ered little sector‑specif ic direction on these “in‑between” cases, leading 

dif f erent organisations to take dif f erent approaches. Adding clarity  here would make f inancial reporting more 

consistent and easier to apply  across the sector.

Ov erall, the SORP is well structured and much clearer than prev ious v ersions, and the mov e to consolidate more guidance in one place is helpf ul, especially  giv en 

that much of  this detail was prev iously  missing or spread across dif f erent accounting directions, leav ing organisations to interpret the rules themselv es.

Howev er, there are still areas where more practical examples or simple explanations would make the rules easier to apply  in real lif e. Adding a little more practical 

support in the SORP would help make reporting more consistent and reduce av oidable uncertainty  f or f inance teams.

Yes, the SORP should apply  to both non‑prof it and f or‑prof it social landlords, 

and the clearly  marked PBE‑only  sections prov ide enough clarity  f or 

organisations to understand the distinction.

Although this doesn’t apply  to VIVID, we agree with the 

proposal. The inclusion of  the phrase “commensurate with the 

size of  the business” is essential as it ensures that, while all 

prov iders ov er 1,000 homes must produce an annual report, 

the extent, depth and complexity  of  that report must be 

proportionate to the scale and nature of  the organisation; 

thus prev enting unnecessary  burden while still improv ing 

transparency .

VIVID supports the addition of  paragraph 6.26(d) and does not believ e additional criteria are needed. Yes - VIVID agrees with the proposed amendment 

in paragraph 6.46.

The clarif ication improv es compliance with FRS 

102, enhances consistency  across the sector, and 

better ref lects the underly ing economic reality  of  

disposal transactions. We consider it a helpf ul and 

necessary  dev elopment.

Yes, the proposed approach makes sense. Once a f ormal decision is 

made to proceed with a regeneration scheme, the af f ected homes are 

no longer expected to deliv er the same f uture serv ice potential, 

triggering an impairment rev iew under FRS 102. Where demolition or 

substantial redev elopment is planned, the carry ing v alue of  the 

homes must be reduced to ref lect their shortened usef ul lif e, and the 

assets are then derecognised when demolition occurs. Impact on 

f inancial reporting: This approach is likely  to reduce asset v alues and 

may  create an impairment charge in the y ear the regeneration 

decision is taken. This does not indicate poor perf ormance; it simply  

ref lects that the homes will cease to exist in their current f orm and 

theref ore should not be carried at their prev ious v alue. In practice, 

this prov ides a more transparent and realistic v iew of  the 

organisation’s f inancial position and aligns reporting more closely  with 

the economic substance of  regeneration activ ity .

Yes. We suggest including a worked example that demonstrates a 

ty pical three‑phase regeneration exchange, cov ering:

•	Phase 1: Transf er of  land (legal title passes, but derecognition 

does not y et occur)

•	Phase 2: Demolition of  existing blocks (the derecognition ev ent, 

when serv ice potential ceases)

•	Phase 3: Receipt of  new replacement units (the recognition ev ent, 

when control of  the new assets transf ers)

The example should incorporate illustrativ e numbers showing:

o	the carry ing amount of  the existing assets at the point of  

demolition,

o	the f air v alue of  consideration receiv able under the exchange 

arrangement, and

o	the measurement and recognition of  the newly  acquired assets.

Prov iding such an example would signif icantly  improv e 

consistency  and comparability  in how auditors and registered 

prov iders apply  the SORP to phased regeneration schemes.

VIVID supports the amendments in paragraphs 6.74 - 6.75, which better ref lect the substance of  stock transactions, resolv e historic inconsistencies in the treatment of  transf erred grant, and align with FRS 102 Section 24. We also agree that retrospectiv e application is appropriate.

We are concerned that prov iders may  not alway s hav e suf f icient detail in historic disclosure notes to reconstruct the f ull grant position f or earlier stock transactions. In some cases, disclosure notes list only  the unamortised balance, or a contingent ‑liability  note, with no record of  the 

original grant amount f or the transf erred homes. Where historic data is incomplete, prov iders may  need to use reasonable estimates supported by  av ailable ev idence; without explicit SORP guidance, this could lead to inconsistent restatements across the sector.

To support consistent implementation, the SORP would benef it f rom worked examples - such as one showing how to handle a historic stock swap where f ull grant transf ers, and another demonstrating the retrospectiv e adjustments needed f or def erred grant and opening reserv es. Clear 

guidance on how to proceed when historic records are incomplete would f urther reduce uncertainty  f or preparers and auditors.

Yes, the proposed change makes sense because including the cost of  f ixing damaged or impaired land 

in the “depreciated replacement cost” giv es a more realistic picture of  what it would actually  take to bring 

a property  back into proper use, whereas under the prev ious approach these costs were of ten lef t out, 

which could make v aluations look higher than they  should; by  making it clear that repair costs must be 

f actored in, the SORP ensures v aluations better ref lect the true condition of  the land and the real costs 

a landlord would f ace.

Yes, the SORP cov ers the main lease topics that housing prov iders need, and the areas it f ocuses on make sense. It explains the key  situations where 

a prov ider rents or uses a property  and sets out how these should be shown in the accounts in a clear and straightf orward way . This helps make sure 

similar arrangements are treated consistently  across the sector. Howev er, it would still help to add guidance f or situations where one landlord manages 

homes f or another. These arrangements can be conf using because sometimes they  work like renting the property , and other times they ’re simply  

prov iding a serv ice; dif f erent organisations of ten treat them dif f erently . Including a short explanation, or ev en a simple decision tree, to help people tell 

the dif f erence would make the guidance easier to apply  and much more consistent. This is especially  important as these ty pes of  partnerships are 

becoming more common, such as in homelessness serv ices, health‑related housing, nomination agreements, and cases where not‑f or‑prof it prov iders 

manage homes owned by  f or‑prof it companies.

The new guidance on low‑rent agreements is clear 

and seems to cov er ev ery thing needed: it explains 

how to decide if  these v ery  cheap arrangements 

still count as leases and how to record any  support 

the landlord ef f ectiv ely  receiv es because the rent 

is below market lev el. It’s an improv ement 

because the old rules didn’t giv e enough practical 

guidance, while the new approach explains things 

more clearly  and is much easier to f ollow.

VIVID agrees that changes to Section 20 do not 

af f ect the existing shared ownership accounting 

model.

The Exposure Draf t and Basis of  Conclusions prov ide 

adequate justif ication, and the existing model remains 

the most f aithf ul representation of  the economic 

substance of  shared ownership transactions.

VIVID agrees with the proposed simplif ications in paragraph 8.21. The new approach f eels much more 

practical and f ar easier f or prov iders to produce. Mov ing to a portf olio‑lev el v iew, using simple time 

bands, and including the key  assumptions up f ront should make the disclosures clearer f or users 

without creating unnecessary  workload f or f inance teams.

While we understand the rationale f or aligning the SORP with the rev ised Section 20 of  FRS 

102 (particularly  around increasing consistency  and comparability  across the sector) we are 

not f ully  supportiv e of  the changes to lessee accounting.

The requirement to recognise right‑of ‑use assets and lease liabilities f or lessees represents a 

signif icant increase in workload f or prov iders, especially  giv en the v olume of  relativ ely  

small or short‑duration lease arrangements common in the sector. The mandatory  use of  the 

short‑term lease exemption and low‑v alue exemption helps to mitigate this burden to some 

extent, but the ov erall implementation ef f ort remains disproportionate when, in practice, the 

changes are unlikely  to produce materially  dif f erent outcomes f or most social landlords.

In many  cases, the leases social landlords hold as lessees (e.g. small of f ice spaces, 

temporary  accommodation, v ehicles) will not meaningf ully  af f ect the f inancial statements 

once capitalised, y et the recognition and ongoing measurement requirements (including 

discount rate determination, impairment assessment, and ongoing reconciliation of  lease 

liabilities) introduce complexity  without commensurate benef it to users of  the accounts.

We theref ore encourage the SORP-making body  to consider whether a more proportionate 

approach might be appropriate f or the sector - either through additional practical expedients, 

thresholds, or sector‑specif ic exemptions - to help ensure that the costs of  implementation 

do not outweigh the inf ormational v alue added.

Yes, the proposed guidance is helpf ul because it makes 

clearer when a landlord should recognise a prov ision and 

explains that most f uture regulatory  costs (such as 

saf ety  or energy ‑ef f iciency  upgrades) shouldn’t 

automatically  be treated this way , since they  relate to 

work that hasn’t y et happened; instead, a prov ision should 

only  be recognised when the landlord already  has a f irm 

responsibility  they  cannot av oid (f or example when law or 

tenancy  arrangements prev ent them f rom passing the 

cost on).

Ov erall, paragraphs 9.12-9.18 prov ide a clear f oundation f or understanding the repair obligations under the new 

Shared Ownership model, and they  appropriately  align with FRS 102 by  conf irming that the landlord’s obligation 

arises at f irst‑tranche sale and should be recognised in f ull ov er the Initial Repair Period.

Howev er, f urther guidance would be helpf ul f or situations where prov iders acquire shared ownership homes part‑way  

through the Initial Repair Period. In particular, the SORP could clarif y  how to calculate the remaining obligation, how 

warranties or indemnities should be ref lected, and how any  existing prov isions should be transf erred or re‑measured. 

Illustrativ e examples in these areas would support more consistent practice across the sector. This is increasingly  

relev ant as more prov iders restructure or merge portf olios.

Yes, we agree - The updated guidance explains more clearly  that 

serv ice charge income should be recognised based on the 

serv ices actually  prov ided, and that sinking f und pay ments 

aren’t income straight away  but money  set aside f or f uture major 

works, only  counted when those works occur. Prev iously , the 

rules were less clear, which meant dif f erent organisations treated 

serv ice charges dif f erently , and some landlords ev en recorded 

sinking f und pay ments as income too early  because it wasn’t 

obv ious that these contributions were simply  held f or f uture 

costs rather than earned immediately . The new approach is 

theref ore clearer, f airer and more consistent across the sector.

We consider the SORP to prov ide adequate high‑lev el guidance 

on apply ing Section 23 to housing‑specif ic rev enue streams. The 

principles are clear, particularly  around identif y ing perf ormance 

obligations and recognising serv ice charge and sinking f und 

income ov er time.

Howev er, the practical application is challenging. To comply  with 

Section 23, prov iders must make y ear‑end estimates and 

judgements that are materially  accurate at that date. This requires 

work to be brought f orward signif icantly , ev en though serv ice 

charge and sinking f und reconciliations are legally  required to be 

completed within six months af ter y ear end, accompanied by  

independent audit or external v erif ication. At present, these 

adjustments are processed only  once, in line with those legal 

requirements.

Under the new interpretation, prov iders would need to complete 

two cy cles of  work:

a.	Estimated y ear‑end adjustments f or the accounts, and

b.	Final audited adjustments six months later.

This increases workload with limited material benef it, as f inal 

v ariances are usually  immaterial.

We theref ore question the proportionality  of  this approach and 

suggest that f urther practical guidance - particularly  numerical 

examples f or v ariable serv ice charges and mixed‑tenure schemes 

- would support consistent and realistic implementation across the 

sector.

Yes, mov ing these staf f  related disclosures into 

the SORP is helpf ul because it puts all the 

inf ormation in one place and makes it easier f or 

organisations to understand what they  need to 

report. Prev iously , these requirements were spread 

across dif f erent regulatory  documents, which made 

them harder to f ollow. Hav ing ev ery thing together 

in the SORP should make the process clearer and 

more consistent f or ev ery one.

West Kent Housing Association Stephanie Darling Registered Prov ider (England) We would welcome additional guidance on:

- Rev enue recognition under the IFRS 15 alignment, particularly  f or perf ormance obligations specif ic to social 

housing contexts.

- Practical application of  lease accounting changes to common social housing scenarios.

- The determination of  appropriate discount rates f or lease calculations.

We welcome the ef f orts to update the f ramework and improv e proportionality , clarity , and transparency . Howev er, we hav e signif icant concerns about:

Implementation timeline - The proposed ef f ectiv e date of  1 January  2026 may  be challenging giv en the scale of  changes, particularly  around rev enue recognition and 

leases. We recommend considering a phased or optional early -adoption approach.

Practical examples - The Exposure Draf t would benef it substantially  f rom more worked examples throughout, particularly  f or common scenarios in social housing 

operations, rev enue recognition applications and lease accounting treatments.

Support resources - Sector-wide training and templates would greatly  support adoption and ensure consistent application.

Some thought should be giv en to the impact of  these changes on key  banking cov enants (EBITDA, Gearing and Asset Cov er) and how guidance can be prov ided to 

support discussions between housing prov iders and the banking sector to support a standardised approach to any  changes these new accounting regulations 

necessitate in these banking cov enants.

We support apply ing the SORP broadly  while clearly  marking PBE-specif ic 

sections.

Howev er, we would appreciate additional clarity  and examples to ensure the 

distinction is consistently  understood and used across dif f erent 

organisational structures.

This appears reasonable in principle as it recognises the 

scale and public interest in larger prov iders. Howev er, 

consideration should be giv en to the administrativ e burden 

this may  create and whether appropriate guidance on what 

constitutes "commensurate" reporting is prov ided.

Without seeing the specif ic detail of  paragraph 6.26(d), we would emphasise the need f or clear criteria that av oid misinterpretation. Any  additional criteria should be accompanied by  practical examples to 

ensure consistent application.

Clarity  on net disposal proceeds is welcome. We 

support amendments that improv e transparency  

and consistency , prov ided they  are accompanied 

by  suf f icient examples to prev ent inconsistent 

application.

We cannot comment def initiv ely  without rev iewing the f ull detail, but 

any  treatment should be supported by  clear worked examples and 

consider the practical realities of  regeneration projects in the social 

housing sector.

The treatment should ref lect economic substance. We recommend 

including specif ic examples of  common exchange scenarios to 

ensure consistent interpretation and application.

Yes, specif ic examples would be benef icial. Our concern regarding the retrospectiv e implementation is signif icant: entities may  f ace challenges if  current disclosure notes do not contain suf f icient inf ormation. Transitional guidance and support would be essential. This appears reasonable if  it better ref lects the true cost of  the asset. Clear examples would help ensure 

consistent application

We strongly  recommend additional cov erage of  worked examples f or common scenarios (leased premises, v ehicles, equipment), clear guidance on low-

v alue and short-term lease exemptions, practical adv ice on determining appropriate discount rates and consideration of  the administrativ e burden on 

smaller entities. The shif t to IFRS 16-sty le accounting will materially  af f ect many  organisations, and comprehensiv e guidance is essential.

We would need to rev iew the specif ic guidance but 

recommend including practical examples to 

illustrate application in ev ery day  social housing 

contexts.

If  the conclusion is technically  sound, we support it. 

Howev er, clear explanation and examples would help 

preparers understand why  the treatment remains 

unchanged.

Simplif ications that reduce administrativ e burden while maintaining transparency  are welcome, 

particularly  f or smaller entities.

Generally  supportiv e, subject to our earlier comments about the need f or worked examples, 

transitional support, and consideration of  administrativ e burden.

Additional guidance on prov ision recognition is welcome, 

particularly  f or regulatory  compliance costs which are 

signif icant in the social housing sector.

Practical, worked examples of  common repair obligation scenarios would be helpf ul to ensure consistent 

interpretation and application across the sector.

Serv ice charge income is a material rev enue stream f or social 

housing prov iders. Clear guidance aligned with the rev ised 

rev enue recognition requirements is essential, with practical 

examples.

This is a critical area. Giv en the signif icant changes f rom IFRS 15 

alignment, we strongly  recommend comprehensiv e, sector-

specif ic examples, clear guidance on perf ormance obligations in 

social housing contexts, transitional support to av oid 

misinterpretation or inconsistent application and training resources 

f or preparers.

This consolidation appears reasonable if  it 

improv es clarity  and accessibility . Howev er, 

ensure cross-ref erences are clear and that 

preparers can easily  locate all relev ant 

requirements.

Yorkshire Housing Ian Duggleby Registered Prov ider (England) n/a n/a Yes Yes Yes agreed. This will be helpf ul clarif ication in respect of  areas such as decarbonisation and asbestos remov al costs related to retrof it works Yes agreed. For example this conf irms that on-

going tenant related housing costs such as decant 

costs should not be included.

Agreed Agreed Agreed. Acquisition of  properties with grant f rom other RPs, would recognise the grant liability Agreed Yes No. Clearer guidance is required as to what 

represents a substantiv e v alue rather than 

peppercorn.

The criteria f or apply ing non exchange transaction 

treatment to a lease also needs to be clearer

Yes. It would be helpf ul to hav e more clarity  on the 

specif ic changes to section 20 in respectiv e of  

shared ownership properties

Agreed Require more clarity  about the other proposals in contrast to the points abov e Yes An illustrativ e example would be helpf ul giv en that the new model has only  been in operation f or c3 y ears and 

theref ore there is limited data to base assumptions on

Agree in principle but anticipate some practical dif f iculties in 

identif y ing serv ice charge income timing and associated costs 

f or recognition purposes.

Detailed scenarios of  how to apply  f or areas such as f ixed and 

v ariable serv ice charges would be helpf ul.

We are unclear what dif f erence this will make to 

the disclosures other than the £5k banding 

requirement.


