
Green Paper consultation proposed response 
 

 
 

1. How can residents best be supported in this important role of working 
with landlords to ensure homes are safe? 
 

In our view safety shouldn’t be seen as part of a ‘resident engagement’ activity 
(see also Chapter 3); it should be something as fundamental to our services as 

is rent accounting. Rent accounts are usually the first thing that landlords think 
about when considering the day to day relationship with residents. As a 
consequence they are, necessarily, pro-active in making up to date information 

readily available, adept at empowering staff to be able to deal with queries, 
quick to provide support to residents with finances and budgeting, and more 

recently they are usually the first service to be offered on any landlord App. That 
approach need to adopted in relation to safety.  
 

We involved our residents in the response we are making to the consultation, 
and one of the things they told us was that they want a single point of contact, 

someone or somewhere they can go straight to for information or support about 
safety. It’s something we are working on, but we realised that we provide that 

sort of accessibility when tenants want to know or talk about their rent account 
and that’s what we need to aim for in relation to safety. 
 

Attaching the same level of importance to customers having access to accurate 
and up to date information about the safety of their home would be a step 

change in how residents are supported, the fundamental starting point being 
information. For example, we are considering whether each home might have a 
‘safety scorecard’. We use the scorecard model to report strategically on all 

aspects of safety internally; a similar approach at an individual property level 
could provide real time details of all current and planned safety inspections, 

servicing, certificates relevant to that home and, if appropriate, it’s shared 
areas. This could be as accessible as a rent account, including on line access, 
and could also include safety advice and ‘where to go’ information. 

 
2. Should new safety measures in the private rented sector also apply to social 

housing? 
 
Yes, private and social housing should be measured by the same safety 

standards. This should include 5-yearly EICRs, LD2 minimum standard smoke 
detection, and minimum EPC requirements for re-letting. Chapter 4 of this Green 

Paper asks why there is a stigma attached to social housing and it is hard to see 
how any two-tier safety standard could suggest anything other than social 
tenants mattering less than tenants in the private rented sector. 

  
 

3. Are there any changes to what constitutes a Decent Home that we 
should consider?  
 

Firstly, we believe that there should be far greater alignment between Decent 
Homes and HHSRS. This would put safety at the forefront of a new decent 



homes standard. It would also help make safety matters easier for residents to 
identify. 

 
Secondly, a revised standard should reflect the changes in approach to asset 

management that have taken place over the past 15 years. Rather than focus on 
individual components, the emphasis should be framed as objectives; for 
example, safety (as above), warmth and so on. Our own approach (known as 

SHAW) uses safety, health, affordability and warmth as the factors that 
determine how we assess homes. We would also suggest that environmental 

impact, and the ‘cost to use’ for occupiers, form part of the approach.  
 
We would however suggest that any changes need to consider carefully the 

potential financial implications. The original DHS had a significantly destabilising 
effect on many financial plans, leading to mergers, large scale stock transfers 

and other forms of rationalisation, some of which may run contrary to other 
propositions posed by the Green paper – not least the potential impact on any 
new community based organisations. 

 
4. Do we need additional measures to make sure social homes are safe and 

decent? 
 

We suggest the following: 
 Align the Decent Homes standard more closely to the HHSRS criteria 
 Increase the scope of annual safety checks – electrical, thermostats and 

cylinders etc. The current gas safety regime should be extended to an annual 
safety check. We have introduced an annual safety visit for all our homes. 

This has involved extending the role and skills of our gas engineers so that 
every single home (whether it has a gas appliance or not) has an annual 
safety check, including water and fire safety and a visual check of electrical 

installations. 
 Landlords should adopt the same approach as they do on issues such as 

employer health and safety, safeguarding, data protection, with mandatory 
safety and HHSRS awareness training for colleagues who visit customers’ 
homes or engage regularly with customers. We miss too many opportunities 

to spot and report safety issues.  
 

 
 
5. Are there ways of strengthening the mediation opportunities available 

for landlords and residents to resolve disputes locally? 
 

We would support the proposition that mediation should be strengthened. We 
know that it can work, we try to use it ourselves as part of our complaints 
process, and we believe there are two lessons from that. Firstly, it can be 

beneficial, but only in the right circumstances; some complaints require 
arbitration, and enforced mediation is unhelpful. Secondly, it comes at a cost, 

and we need to recognise that it must be funded properly. There is a link here to 
Question 6 below: we agree that ‘democratic filters’ don’t work, but wonder 
whether that could be replaced with a form of mediation? 

 
6. Should we reduce the eight week waiting period to four weeks, or should we 

remove the requirement for the “democratic filter” stage altogether? 



 
We see these as two separate issues. 

We agree that the 8 week period is too long. 
The democratic filter doesn’t work – but could be transformed into something 

more helpful for example to mediate as above. 
 
7. What can we do to ensure that the “designated persons” are better able to 

promote local resolutions? 
 

In our experience, designated person’s are not acting as a filter, but feel a 
responsibility to act on their constituents’ behalf regardless of the issue at hand. 
As above, we feel that changing the role to – where appropriate – a more formal 

mediation service would be helpful. If the role is retained then we suggest that 
designated persons could be better supported in the role; the National Housing 

Federation for example might lead regionally on a forum for liaison and training 
for designated persons to better understand the context of Housing Associations. 
 

8. How can we ensure that residents understand how best to escalate a 
complaint and seek redress? 

 
A KPI asking a sample of customers whether they know how to complain would 

identify good practice. The Ombudsman could also consider, in determining 
cases, whether the relevant landlord has provided clear information to the 
residents about how best to escalate complaints/seek redress: and penalise 

those landlords which do not. 
  

9. How can we ensure that residents can access the right advice and 
support when making a complaint? 
 

Culture is crucial: a culture that sees complaints as a positive, and values both 
the opportunity to put things right and the opportunity to learn. This has to 

come from landlords and if it does then they’ll provide, or signpost, the right 
support. 
 

Our own approach is entitled ‘resolution first’, and is premised on resolution 
rather than process being the most important thing – and that includes 

supporting customers to access advice where appropriate. We seek to empower 
our colleagues to achieve that resolution as the overarching objective, and to get 
to more process driven reviews and investigations only where immediate 

resolution proves impossible. We also learn from those complaints, and from 
how we have resolved them. We try to understand what causes complaints, 

including causes that suggest we need to change policy as well as process, and 
we also learn from the way we have or have not resolved those complaints. 
 

10. How can we best ensure that landlords’ processes for dealing with 
complaints are fast and effective? 

 
Much of our response to Question 9 above leads into this question. Speed is less 
important than a culture that values complaints and an approach that focuses on 

resolution rather than process. By empowering colleagues we can resolve many 
complaints immediately, but where it may take longer we believe that customers 



understand this if the reasons, the proposed actions and the timescales are 
agreed. 

 
We are concerned that we should not have a ‘one size fits all’ prescriptive 

approach imposed: we see how this operates in other sectors (financial services 
being one example) and believe that this results in precisely the process driven 
approach referred to above. The first response becomes not how to resolve the 

complaint but how to get it into the process. We firmly believe that resolution 
should be the priority, not process, and prescription relies on process. 

 
These concerns would be exacerbated by a KPI which focused on speed alone 
(see Question 14). Housing Associations rushing to ‘close’ complaints in order to 

hit a specific target will be doing so for the wrong reasons if that reason is that 
the target will be reported and potentially published as a league table. What 

opportunity will tenants have to agree that a complaint is ‘resolved’? If that 
resolution involves agreeing actions to be carried out in the future, will they 
receive the same level of scrutiny, knowing that they will not form part of a 

published KPI?  
 

11. How can we best ensure safety concerns are handled swiftly and effectively 
within the existing redress framework? 

 
Categorising every complaint to identify potential H&S breaches, regardless of 
the outcome, would identify areas of concern. It would also ensure fast track 

investigation. It could then be reported publically to show each individual 
instance reported, the result of the investigation and what action was taken as a 

result. 
 
 

 
12. Do the proposed key performance indicators cover the right areas? Are there 

any other areas that should be covered? 
 
Yes. We know from the conversations we have had with our residents that there 

is an overwhelming view that the key areas for these are those identified in the 
paper, repairs, safety, complaints, engagement and ASB.  

 
We are supportive of reporting but the KPIs have to be the right ones, and they 
have to be selected, defined and managed (Q18 below) effectively.  

 
During the 1990s and 2000s we reported KPIs is some detail through the annual 

statistical return.  The consequence was often target-chasing: a focus on process 
to achieve measures, or poor behaviours driven by the targets. For instance, 
knowing that we would be judged by the time taken to re-let homes, but not by 

debts written off could result in every conceivable effort to extend the length of 
a tenancy, knowing that the resulting debt would never be pursued. And 

knowing that we would be judged on the time taken to complete a repair might 
lead to repairs being cancelled for the most minor reasons when that deadline 
approached, and tenants having to have a new repair issued.  

 
So, the right balance, without becoming too onerous, and with very clear 

definitions, will be important. This will be a particular challenge in relation to 



ASB, where outcomes are often subjective, and at least three different parties 
are usually involved. We recognise that this is a concern for residents, but it will 

be helpful to include a measure that recognises effective partnership working to 
support the many agencies often involved. 

 
 
13. Should landlords report performance against these key performance 

indicators every year? 
 

Yes 
 
14. Should landlords report performance against these key performance 

indicators to the Regulator? 
 

Yes 
 
15. What more can be done to encourage landlords to be more transparent with 

their residents? 
 

Enable landlords to provide contextual information about matters which are 
important to the landlord (including locally and regionally specific issues), to help 

residents’ understand the careful balancing of priorities and responsibilities that 
landlords have to navigate – particularly in the context of reduced government 
funding and austerity.  

 
16. Do you think that there should be a better way of reporting the outcomes of 

landlords’ complaint handling? How can this be made as clear and accessible as 
possible for residents? 
 

We suggest that there should also be an obligation to identify and report root 
causes as well as reporting the improvements to services as a result of the 

complaints. 
 
17. Is the Regulator best placed to prepare key performance indicators in 

consultation with residents and landlords? 
 

Yes. With its depth and breadth of sector understanding and insight, and it’s co-
regulation approach, the Regulator is the obvious choice for this role. 
 

18. What would be the best approach to publishing key performance 
indicators that would allow residents to make the most effective 

comparison of performance? 
 
Whilst we are supportive of the reporting of consumer KPIs (Question 14 above) 

we are concerned that the way they are reported should be transparent and fair. 
We are not convinced that ‘league tables’ achieve this.  

 
Interestingly, our residents are equally unconvinced by league tables: we asked 
specifically about this and there was a 50/50 split about their value. Residents 

questioned the value to them of league tables: they are not generally in a 
position to ’change supplier’ in the way that customers in other sectors are, and 



they were also concerned that producing league tables comes with a cost, and 
questioned whether, in view of the above, that would represent value for money. 

 
We have also heard, from both residents and colleagues, concerns that league 

tables encourage too great a focus on league table positioning, to the detriment 
of thinking about residents needs in a holistic way. School league tables were 
held up as an example of unintended consequences and of tables driving 

unintended behaviours. 
 

We attach great value to the ‘co-regulation’ that characterises the approach of 
our current regulation. We believe this has been a positive approach, with 
benefits for both Regulator and regulated. There is a risk that league tables 

would conflict with this approach because Boards would worry more about their 
position in a league table than in what they really need to do. Co-regulation 

works because Boards understand their context and priorities and league tables 
may deflect from that focus. 
 

The other reason co-regulation works is because the Regulator focuses on 
outcomes and on Boards doing things for the right reasons, with the right 

evidence and appropriate assurances. We very much welcome this approach and 
would like to see it continue in any changes to the regulatory regime. We 

suggest that the regime may lend itself to the way in which KPIs, and ‘consumer’ 
performance more generally, are reported. Reporting through the lens of the 
regulator, who has that understanding of local context, balancing priorities and 

organisational objectives is potentially much more helpful than ‘one size fits all’ 
league tables. That would, we suggest, be done through the ‘rating’ system 

(currently providing governance and viability ratings). This might be done 
through a third, “Consumer” rating. Alternatively, an organisation’s governance 
rating might explicitly include consideration by the Regulator of the approach the 

organisation takes to customers. Of course the Regulator will use the KPIs as 
part of that judgement, but will be able to reflect context and approach too. 

 
19. Should we introduce a new criterion to the Affordable Homes Programme 
that reflects residents’ experience of their landlord? What other ways could we 

incentivise best practice and deter the worst, including for those providers that 
do not use Government funding to build? 

 
 
20. Are current resident engagement and scrutiny measures effective? What 

more can be done to make residents aware of existing ways to engage with 
landlords and influence how services are delivered? 

 
We don’t feel that the current measures are particularly effective. A new 
‘resident engagement’ regulatory standard would likely drive improvements in 

this area, but should not be unnecessarily bureaucratic. Landlords have to truly 
buy-in to resident engagement and understand its value – additional regulation 

alone will not achieve this. 
 
21. Is there a need for a stronger representation for residents at a national 

level? If so, how should this best be achieved? 
 



There has certainly been an absence of a ‘resident voice’ at a national level since 
the dissolution of the Tenant Services Authority. National resident organisations 

continue to campaign but struggle to influence national policy. The impact that 
Grenfell residents have had is evident in the content of, and debate around, the 

Green Paper and has undoubtedly added value and perspective. Replicating that 
at a national level, and doing so in a place of real influence, will be key to taking 
this forward. The former might be achieved by recruitment from existing 

resident representatives and groups, the latter by placing the group at the heart 
of the Regulators’ new approach to consumer regulation.  

 
If so, it will be crucial to ensure that a national ‘resident voice’ is diverse and 
truly representative. The Green paper recognises the extraordinary diversity of 

social housing residents; it will be important that all such residents can 
participate. We would encourage the use of modern technology as well as more 

traditional methods of engagement. This will allow residents to contribute in 
ways which best meet their needs. By way of analogy, our own new “Voice-box” 
tool has enabled residents from diverse communities and backgrounds, who may 

not have previously engaged, to directly influence our work – and to contribute 
to this response. 

 
22. Would there be interest in a programme to promote the transfer of local 

authority housing, particularly to community-based housing associations? What 
would it need to make it work? 
 

23. Could a programme of trailblazers help to develop and promote options for 
greater resident-leadership within the sector? 

 
24. Are Tenant Management Organisations delivering positive outcomes for 
residents and landlords? Are current processes for setting up and disbanding 

Tenant Management Organisations suitable? Do they achieve the right balance 
between residents’ control and local accountability? 

  
25. Are there any other innovative ways of giving social housing residents 
greater choice and control over the services they receive from landlords? 

 
 

26. Do you think there are benefits to models that support residents to take on 
some of their own services? If so, what is needed to make this work? 
 

Our organisation has run a ‘resident led services’ offer for some years. We’ve 
learnt that there are several different models required to make a single 

comprehensive offer work. These distinguish between residents carrying out 
services themselves and residents engaging other directly to provide services. 
Also, between ‘low risk’ services such as gardening and cleaning and higher risk 

services such as mechanical servicing. Templates for these different models, 
which individual organisations could use as a starting point would be helpful.  

The proposition also highlights the issues we refer to above in relation to KPIs 
and league tables. Our experience is that (other than the models where 
residents carry out services voluntarily) direct costs may increase, and the basic 

VFM principles around procurement may be compromised, but overall 
satisfaction increases and incidental costs reduce – for example where residents 

look after their own gardens then fly tipping and reactive repairs decrease. 



 
 

27. How can landlords ensure residents have more choice over contractor 
services, while retaining oversight of quality and value for money? 

 
28. What more could we do to help leaseholders of a social housing landlord? 
 

29. Does the Regulator have the right objective on consumer regulation? 
Should any of the consumer standards change to ensure that landlords 

provide a better service for residents in line with the new key 
performance indicators proposed, and if so how? 
 

We agree that consumer standards need greater clarity, greater visibility, and 
greater scrutiny. In a sense this takes us back some years. But we need to 

recognise that the world has moved on. The past few years have seen less focus 
on consumer standards, but a far greater focus on viability and governance. This 
has been for a very good reason, and that reason remains as valid now as it has 

done for the past decade. Housing Associations take greater risks, and the level 
of complexity of many businesses is far greater than was the case in the past. 

So the need for that scrutiny of governance and viability remains, and increased 
scrutiny of consumer standards will require additional resources.  

 
That said, we think that the Regulator represents good value in doing this. We 
welcome and value the current regulatory regime: it’s focus on outcomes, it’s 

focus on an organisations governance as the determinant of its effectiveness, 
and the co-regulatory approach which places a responsibility on the Board to 

make the right strategic decisions for the right reasons. We would like to see 
that retained in any changed consumer standards, recognising that Boards are in 
the best position to understand what their customers need, with the Regulator 

seeking evidence that those decisions are properly founded and that adequate 
assurance is sought to ensure that the Board knows its desired outcomes are 

delivered. There is no reason that approach should not sit easily with a new 
consumer standard, and our comments in relation to KPIs and their reporting 
(above) amplify this. 

 
One change might be the use of codes of practice (as suggested below) to 

support and amplify standards. The clarity of the current codes of practice is 
helpful. Following the comments in Question 29 above, it would be helpful to 
have similar codes in relation to the consumer standards, focusing on guidance 

and intention rather than prescription. Another lesson from previous regulatory 
regimes is relevant here we feel. The Housing Corporation used Circulars to 

provide similar guidance. However, these became quite disjointed and often 
separate from the regulatory code (or codes) they intended to support. We feel 
that Codes should remain permanently attached to the standards they support, 

so that there is a clear link between the two, in terms of both content and 
version control. 

 
 
30. Should the Regulator be given powers to produce other documents, 

such as a Code of Practice, to provide further clarity about what is 
expected from the consumer standards? 

 



Yes 
 

31. Is “serious detriment” the appropriate threshold for intervention by the 
Regulator for a breach of consumer standards? If not, what would be an 

appropriate threshold for intervention? 
 
Yes, although it begs the question how ‘serious detriment’ is defined. Currently 

interpreted as “life and death” this is perhaps too high a bar. 
 

32. Should the Regulator adopt a more proactive approach to regulation of 
consumer standards? Should the Regulator use key performance indicators and 
phased interventions as a means to identify and tackle poor performance against 

these consumer standards? How should this be targeted? 
 

This seems sensible: the ‘risk-based approach’ mentioned in the accompanying 
text should form the backbone of the Regulator’s interventions. 
 

33. Should the Regulator have greater ability to scrutinise the performance and 
arrangements of local authority landlords? If so, what measures would be 

appropriate? 
 

We believe that there should be parity between social, local authority and 
private landlords and would welcome any measures which ensure this. 
 

34. Are the existing enforcement measures set out in Box 3 adequate? If not, 
what additional enforcement powers should be considered? 

 
They are adequate, but we firmly believe that they should be extended to ‘for-
profit’ providers. A two-tier approach in this regards is nonsense. 

 
35. Is the current framework for local authorities to hold management 

organisations such as Tenant Management Organisations and Arms Length 
Management Organisations to account sufficiently robust? If not, what more is 
needed to provide effective oversight of these organisations? 

 
It’s important for any landlord which ‘outsources’ the management of services to 

tenants to support those tenants, and to retain a clear line of sight over their 
activities. We don’t have a particular view on the current arrangements between 
local authority landlords and TMAs/ALMOs 

 
36. What further steps, if any, should Government take to make the Regulator 

more accountable to Parliament? 
 
 

37. How could we support or deliver a best neighbourhood competition? 
 

We question whether such a competition is the right approach. It can be seen as 
old fashioned and patronising; private owners and neighbourhoods don’t enter 
‘best neighbourhood competitions – and as such potentially exacerbate the 

distinction between social tenants and others.  
It would also be difficult to manage at a national level – if progressed it might 

better be left to the discretion of individual HAs. 



 
However, more investment in neighbourhoods, giving communities greater 

control over priorities, would produce longer lasting change. We’ve recently (and 
probably belatedly) recognised the huge importance of “place”; where our 

residents live, what they are surrounded by, and what they experience every 
time they walk to or from their home. Our approach is two-fold. On a day to day 
basis, increasing our presence in and awareness of those shared areas, 

becoming much more pro-active and much more responsive. More strategically, 
we’ve piloted a complete overhaul of one of our most unappealing places to live; 

a place which was dominated by grey concrete, uninviting hallways, dismal 
decoration (by design not standard) – something that was more like entering a 
multi-storey car park than a home. We’re encouraged by the results. But this 

approach has been costly, the latter in particular. We suggest that any central 
funding would be better directed towards incentivising good practice in this area 

than neighbourhood competitions. 
 
38. In addition to sharing positive stories of social housing residents and 

their neighbourhoods, what more could be done to tackle stigma? 
 

In our view two of the key factors contribute to this are the shortage of social 
housing supply and the impacts of cuts in public services over the past decade. 

It is linked to reputation of Housing Associations who are housing an increasing 
proportion of vulnerable people, whilst support services for those people are cut 
to bone. That leads to public perceptions about Housing Associations which are 

quite negative, and probably based on unrealistic expectations, and our 
residents are then considered in the same light. 

 
Increasing the supply of social housing – which we recognise is a proposition of 
the Green Paper – will help; it will mean that the proportions of letting, and of 

residents, with complex needs will reduce and the principles around mixed 
communities be more likely to succeed. We are aware that government intends 

to consider how Housing Association homes are allocated and let. We feel that 
this has the potential to support the objective of reducing stigma too; a greater 
recognition of the significance of truly balanced communities, allowing allocation 

decisions to be based on the needs of communities as well as individuals.  
 

We remain concerned that renting, especially social renting, is often portrayed 
as tenure of last resort – even the Green Paper proposes ownership as the only 
tenure of aspiration.  

 
Finally, we recognise, and our residents have told us, that we add to stigma by a 

lack on investment in places. Some of our neighbourhoods, and some of our 
shared areas, do nothing to encourage a pride in where people live, and that is 
something we are starting to address. An asset based community development 

approach will, we believe, put the resident at it’s heart and start to make our 
places somewhere people can be proud of. If Grenfell reminded us of the 

importance of maintaining existing buildings, then the stigma many of our 
residents feel should remind us of the importance of our places. 
 

 
39. What is needed to further encourage the professionalisation of housing 

management to ensure all staff deliver a good quality of service? 



 
We feel that there’s no lack of professionalism, but there is a lack of 

understanding about jobs in the sector and the challenges we’re facing. There is 
also a lack of understanding of how rewarding a career in housing can be.  

 
Stigma is not caused by a lack of professionalism, but the stigma attaching to 
social housing does contribute to this lack of understanding and misconception 

about a career in social housing. In just the same way as a council house is no 
longer the aspirational tenure it was years ago, so a career in housing is no 

longer the aspiration it was in the past. 
 
Housing management is professional already – with high levels of training, 

commitment and colleague engagement.  What’s needed is more awareness and 
insight.  We need to raise the profile of social housing as a ‘destination career’, 

in particular through better outreach into schools, colleges and universities.  The 
NHF could do more to promote careers in the sector.  That also needs to 
promote our professional and commercial approach and the range of roles from 

HR to housebuilding.  Our experience is that our social purpose helps attract 
strong candidates who want meaningful careers. 

 
Government sentiment towards the sector needs to improve – we’d like to hear 

more rhetoric like Theresa May’s recent speech at the NHF conference in support 
of the sector.  Government can help by presenting the sector as a key part of 
the solution to the housing crisis.  

 
 

40. What key performance indicator should be used to measure whether 
landlords are providing good neighbourhood management? 
 

Customer satisfaction could be used as an indicator – although clearly this is 
linked to customer expectation, so this would also need to be evaluated. 

 
Measure the way we manage ASB – how well/how quickly residents think we 
deal with issues. 

 
Measure the quality of ‘place’ by tracking the ratio of reactive to proactive spend 

on communal areas and open spaces.  A pro-active, preventative approach to 
this should improve neighbourhood satisfaction. 
 

There are lots of KPIs that measure inputs (e.g. cleanliness, quality of grounds 
maintenance, condition of properties, level of community activity, friendliness of 

neighbours, quality of green spaces, etc), but a customer’s happiness would 
seem to be the best measure; if they are happy, then we are probably getting 
most things right.  Our organisation has just moved to using ‘happiness with 

neighbourhood’ as our key metric (along with a supplementary as to what can 
we do to improve it).  

 
More broadly, there is a fundamental issue created by voluntary stock transfers 
around the ‘ownership’ of neighbourhoods. The extent of control and influence 

over neighbourhood management, between landlords and local authorities, is a) 
hugely diverse, and b) too often a source of dispute which simply results in poor 



service to residents. A step change in approach is needed, with a common 
understanding of objectives and a partnership approach. 

 
 

41. What evidence is there of the impact of the important role that many 
landlords are playing beyond their key responsibilities? Should landlords report 
on the social value they deliver? 

 
We believe we can evidence this already but it would be more meaningful if the 

sector adopted a nationally recognised method/framework.  The lines are 
blurring around what our key responsibilities are because of austerity.  We think 
there should be more recognition of the fact we’re being asked to do more with 

less. In particular:  
 We need to be clearer about what our core offer is and what is over and 

above that.  Housing Associations have absorbed many things that Local 
Authorities and others can no longer deliver.  

 The work that delivers social value is not a ‘nice to have’ – it’s covering gaps 

that are left by local authorities, police and other agencies.  The impact of 
this is additional strain on core housing services. We can clearly demonstrate 

its value via SROI figures. 
 We would benefit from an agreed system of measuring additional social value 

which is used nationwide.  This must be transparent and give confidence that 
each organisation is reporting in the way and system is comparing like with 
like.  

 We would welcome an independent and robust methodology for measuring 
social value, shared across the sector and audited independently.  HACT and 

Housemark systems may inform this.  A good system would require 
investment and resources from government. 

 Support is often seen as an ‘added’ activity, but in fact if we want to address 

stigma, support for people with additional physical and mental disability must 
be acknowledged and met. 

 The most effective Housing Associations are the ones that provide support 
services which directly save the public purse from escalating costs.  This 
includes services which avoid extended hospital stays, Sheltered Housing, 

Supported Housing and specialist mental health accommodation.  
 

42. How are landlords working with local partners to tackle anti-social 
behaviour? What key performance indicator could be used to measure this work? 
 

We’re being asked to do more around ASB, including things that should not fall 
within our remit, because of cuts to policing and other services.  We work closely 

with the police, as a great deal of ASB is criminal, but this is becoming 
increasingly challenging as police funding decreases. Some local authorities no 
longer provide (statutory) environmental health services at properties belonging 

to housing associations, placing the burden back on us. Some local authorities 
now fail to discharge statutory homelessness duties, leaving associations to pick 

up the slack. Placing responsibility for managing ASB and vulnerabilities at the 
door of Housing Associations reinforces the stigma and stereotypes attached to 
social housing. 

 
43. What other ways can planning guidance support good design in the 

social sector? 



 
A single integrated guidance document or checklist to replace the current 

plethora of documents.  
 

44. How can we encourage social housing residents to be involved in the 
planning and design of new developments? 
 

Each LPA might establish a Social Housing Design Review Group 
Establishing digital platforms (an App) allowing residents to monitor emerging 

schemes in their area and developers to upload details of emerging schemes 
where feedback/comments can be made electronically. 
 

For regeneration schemes – train volunteer residents to work with the local 
community in a peer-to-peer consultation framework.  This can reduce the fear 

of change and allow residents to voice their opinions in a neutral environment.  
It can also provide the Housing Association with real insight into the challenges, 
needs and desires of the existing community.  It responds to the heading of this 

section, ‘celebrating thriving communities’ by looking to recognise and preserve 
what’s best in an existing neighbourhood.  Resident ballots have been introduced 

as an idea in London but are potentially a blunt instrument and would have to be 
used carefully.   

 
 
 

45. Recognising the need for fiscal responsibility, this Green Paper seeks 
views on whether the Government’s current arrangements strike the 

right balance between providing grant funding for housing associations 
and Housing Revenue Account borrowing for local authorities. 
 

The more avenues the better, but we suggest that there is a need to be aware of 
land, skills and labour shortages and the risk that increased funding just pushes 

up costs as more of us chase what’s in short supply. At an operational level this 
requires joint working, zoning, partnerships and an integrated approach. 
 

However, that joint working is something we feel is important strategically too. 
How can local authorities and housing associations work together, for instance in 

establishing housing companies, in joint venture arrangements? We believe that 
the approach Bristol City Council is taking provides an example of good practice 
in this regard, and it’s something we have been keen to be involved with. 

 
46. How we can boost community-led housing and overcome the barriers 

communities experience to developing new community owned homes? 
 
In order to overcome barriers and allow the development of community led 

housing we suggest that there is a need for the provision of expertise that local 
groups currently do not have access to.   

 
Enabling grant or seed funding might cover the costs of obtaining expert advice 
to work up proposals that are deliverable.  

 



Providing community groups with free access to training could also help improve 
their own skill set which will benefit the community and help to facilitate 

deliverable proposals; they can become the ‘informed client’.  
 

Identifying the right piece of land is paramount- many rural communities are off 
grid and the cost of connecting infrastructure impacts the viability of the scheme 
 

47. What level of additional affordable housing, over existing investment 
plans, could be delivered by social housing providers if they were given 

longer term certainty over funding? 
 
It would support a more commercial approach to strategic land acquisition, 

greater certainty/flexibility in scheme appraisal, and a greater confidence to 
commence large infrastructure projects. 

 
However, there are two caveats: this must include mechanisms which support 
smaller providers: for example, the sort of smaller, community led housing 

referred to in Question 46, or self build projects. It also requires political 
certainty, no more surprises like the rent reduction legislation which had a 

significant effect on confidence. 
 

We also need to recognise the skills gap we already face, and the potential that 
this could worsen in the short term. We have launched out own skills academy 
which seeks to mitigate this risk, and to provide us with a supply of skills in the 

future, and we believe that this is a model that others will need to replicate if we 
are to be able to provide additional affordable housing. 

 
48. How can we best support providers to develop new shared ownership 
products that enable people to build up more equity in their homes? 

 
If shared owners didn’t have to pay as much rent on the retained equity, this 

could allow them to save more money to staircase. However, this would require 
increased subsidy (from government or from HAs, the latter potentially reducing 
overall numbers) to subsidise the HAs cost of borrowing to deliver a shared 

ownership produce.  
 

Government could provide access to borrowing that is designed specifically for 
shared ownership products with preferential interest rates. This would mean that 
HAs could afford to reduce the rent paid on the retained equity again as the cost 

of borrowing is lower, allowing shared owners to save more money to staircase.  
 

After yr. 3 of homeownership there should be a system where shared owners 
can apply for an annual health check on their finances. They should be offered a 
bespoke programme towards 100% Homeownership with support from an 

independent mortgage advisor.  
 

A shared owner should be able to agree an over payment with the registered 
provider slowly acquire equity overtime. 
 

 


