
Hexagon Housing Association’s response to ‘A New Deal for Social Housing’ - a Green 

Paper issued by the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

Introduction 

This is Hexagon’s response to the Housing Green Paper. The ‘How to Respond’ section of the paper 

encourages responses via the online survey as they say that it greatly assists their analysis of 

responses, enabling a more efficient and effective consideration of the issues raised for each 

question. It is in that context, that Hexagon’s response to each of the 48 questions is outlined below. 

The comments incorporate input made by the Performance Review Group and these are referenced 

as appropriate.  

Chapter 1: Ensuring homes are safe and decent 

 

1. How can residents best be supported in this important role of working with landlords to 

ensure homes are safe? 

 

 We believe that giving residents a wide variety of opportunities to be involved in working 

with landlords is important in advancing safety issues. In our case, this includes earmarking 

four of our board positions for residents. We also have put in place a system to ensure that 

we have residents involved as Estate Inspectors to regularly pick up any issues of concern 

including, safety of homes. We also have in place a system of residents’ scrutiny involving a 

Performance Review Group that looks at and challenges key indicators, including 

performance on a range of health and safety matters including gas safety, fire safety, 

legionella testing, electrical testing, etc. We also ensure that we make publicly available 

various safety documents online including, Fire Safety Advice. Where things go wrong, it is 

important that landlords have effective complaints procedures in place. These are widely 

publicised so that residents with concerns are aware of how to seek redress in a timely 

manner.  

 

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

 

 We believe that having separate standards, specifically around smoke and carbon monoxide 

alarms, is unhelpful and divisive. In general, we would support the notion that there should 

be a single standard for the rented sector and that it should be consistent regardless of 

tenure of landlord. 

 

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

 

 First, we think that consideration should be given to applying the Decent Homes Standard to 

the private rented sector as well as the social rented sector. The case for this is particularly 

strong in the context of the large volume of Housing Benefit that is currently being paid to 

private landlords, some of whom are providing sub-standard accommodation. We believe 

that the Decent Homes Standard is long overdue for a review. In moving the Decent Homes 

Standard forward, we think some consideration should be given to minimum SAP/Energy 

Efficiency levels. We would also support some additional flexibility on rent levels to ensure 

that better connections could be made between energy bill savings and rent increases that 

could help fund the capital investments required. We would support minimum standards for 

equipment/fixtures in kitchens, lighting and power levels (sockets, light fittings), carbon 

monoxide alarms to all properties with fuel burning appliances, smoke/heat alarms to every 

floor of a flat/house, and electrical compliance tests every five years. 

 



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

 

 As stated above, we think that these sorts of measures should apply to all tenures regardless 

of landlord or rented sector. Perhaps the most important item to ensure safe and decent 

homes are clearly defined and unambiguous building regulations for new and refurbished 

buildings. We also think there is some merit in ensuring independent and regular checks of 

building construction by local authority appointing building control officers, rather than a 

paid choice made by contractors/developers. We would support strengthened measures for 

regular electrical testing as well, as there is currently no statutory underpinning for electrical 

testing to take place at defined intervals. We would also support a change to introduce 

designated ’fire boxes’ to all properties with communal areas at the lowest main entry level 

area with required key documents set out clearly with updates as required. We would also 

support a change in the legislation to ensure that landlords could apply standards, 

particularly with regard to the safety of front doors, to leasehold units within blocks of flats 

that we own and manage. Lastly, we think that a return to independent fire risk assessments, 

rather than landlord-led inspections which have risk of creating different standards, has 

considerable merit. We note that fire brigades are no longer involved in routine fire risk 

assessments, for example, which should be reviewed. 

 

Chapter 2: Effective resolution of complaints 

 

5. Are there ways of strengthening the mediation opportunities available for landlords and 

residents to resolve disputes locally? 

 

 In our experience, not all of “complaints” can be thought of as “disputes”. Clearly, some are, 

and wherever that is the case, we would support mediation in those cases. It must be said, 

however, that funding cuts in recent years have reduced the volume of resources available 

for mediation, so if there were to be a national push on this front it would require additional 

resources to complement the resources Housing Associations could also contribute. There 

might be some instances where arbitration might be an appropriate alternative to mediation, 

particularly where the arbitrator was deemed to be an independent voice and this should 

also be explored. 

 

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 have seen little or no value added by the introduction of the “democratic filter”. 

Residents who want to go to the Ombudsman have simply been given an additional hurdle 

which is neither helpful nor appropriate. The whole concept of a “democratic filter” seems 

flawed. Councillors and MPs have a vested interest in seeking the vote of the constituent 

they represent and this compromises their independence. We therefore believe it would be 

best to get rid of this stage all together and allow people to go to the Ombudsman 

unencumbered by this further hurdle. 

 

7. What can we do to ensure that the “designated persons” are better able to promote local 

resolutions? 

 

 See 6. Above. 

 

 

 



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

redress? 

 

 It is clearly primarily the responsibility of the respective landlord to publicise, promote, and 

ensure all its residents are well aware of the process involved in progressing a complaint and 

seeking redress at a local level. If Government wanted to compliment that with a promotion 

of some national standards, that might assist, so we would be supportive of that as a 

complimentary vehicle for publicity. 

 

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

complaint? 

 

 We are very aware that residents sometimes perceive a power imbalance between a well -

staffed and resourced organisation able to access legal advice, etc addressing the complaint 

of a resident. If tenants were able to access independent advice and advocacy that would 

certainly help. Our observation is however that existing funding available to the sorts of 

routes mentioned, such as Citizens Advice, has been reduced over recent years and their 

capacity reflects that. If there was a serious attempt to create an advice and support service, 

this would need an increase in funding from government to complement any funding that 

housing associations could also make available. 

 

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

effective? 

 

 Most associations collect performance indicator information on their response times to 

complaints. It should be possible to develop this into a nationally agreed performance 

indicator that the regulator could monitor and for which there would be added visibility for 

residents. This in turn should drive some improvement in performance. In terms of the time 

the Ombudsman takes to resolve a complaint, we suspect that the current period of eight 

months for an Ombudsman determination, which is clearly way too long, reflects the limited 

staffing resources available to the Ombudsman, so this would clearly need an increase in 

funding to bring the response time down. Again, although landlords currently fund the 

Ombudsman service, we think that any serious step change in resources should be a 

consideration for government as well as for housing association residents. Like many 

associations, we currently have an in-house process of three stages which is aimed at 

resolving complaints before they go to the Ombudsman. We are aware that other 

organisations have moved to a two-stage process. In that context, it would be useful if the 

Ombudsman were to issue some clear guidance about what sort of processes they would like 

to see within housing organisations prior to referrals onwards as there are clearly varying 

approaches and we should aim for more consistency as a sector. 

 

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

existing redress framework? 

 

 We would make the distinction between safety concerns and complaints. We currently triage 

our responsive repair reports into various time categories including Emergency, Urgent, etc. 

Safety concerns need to be addressed within that sort of framework. As for complaints that 

arise, it would seem to us best that these progress within the existing complaints framework. 

Social landlords need to have a system in place to ensure that there is an efficient response 

to safety concerns and that there is a mechanism to check that these have been followed up. 

Timescales don’t appear to be a limiting factor in addressing complaints and it may be 



difficult in practice to establish a two tier system of complaint handling as this would risk 

causing confusion in publicising the relevant procedures. 

 

Chapter 3: Empowering residents and strengthening the Regulator 

 

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

areas that should be covered? 

 

 The indicators cover many areas that are of genuine interest and concern to residents. The 

main challenge will be around ensuring that data is comparable, especially if it’s being used 

to benchmark against other organisations. So, although we support the principle, we think 

the devil will be in the detail. 

 

Hexagon currently collects a large volume of performance indicators via HouseMark. 

HouseMark has dealt with the issue of definition over many decades and we therefore 

commend this as a consistent, tried, and test method. 

 

Satisfaction levels often have a regional and urban/rural component and this creates some 

challenges in seeking to compare performance. Several years ago, Frontier carried out some 

research for example which showed that overall satisfaction with landlords was only 

marginally related to service delivery, including repairs. They evidenced that there were 

many areas unrelated to landlord performance which were the primary drivers of overall 

satisfaction. This might argue for more transactional satisfaction levels to be the main focus 

including, for example, satisfaction with repairs service, one of the most important areas to 

residents. 

 

Hexagon currently operates a system of residents’ scrutiny that involves sharing our 

performance indicators with a Performance Review Group. This group has a further sub-

group known as the Repairs Group focusing on the large volume of repair considerations. The 

Board also has a sub-committee known as the Performance Management Committee which 

also deals with the performance indicators and is currently chaired by a Resident Board 

Member. All these groups look at key performance around safety including, for example, 

Health & Safety issues surrounding gas safety checks and fire risk assessments. These would 

seem to us to be very important measures in any PI indicators. If the objective of the exercise 

is to aid transparency and accountability by ensuring that residents are involved in 

scrutinising the performance of the landlord, we think there is some merit in considering 

making this sort of resident scrutiny a regulatory requirement. That would seem to us to 

have a better chance to drive service delivery improvements than simply publishing 

performance information at a regulatory level on the regulator’s website.  

 

We note the reference in the Green Paper to the NHS ‘Friends and Family Test’. We are not 

entirely sure that is a useful model as the NHS test is provided in the context of consumers 

being offered a choice of service provider such as a hospital visit. That level of choice is not 

available to social housing tenants. 

 

We consulted Hexagon’s resident scrutiny panel on this question and they said there should 

be a common safety standard which applies across all social landlords. They said making 

regular inspection of properties a performance requirement could help ensure that the 

standard is adhered to.  

 

 



In addition, our resident panel said that the proposed KPIs should be benchmarked against a 

comparable peer group. Our resident panel also said that as communication is a vital key in 

the landlord/resident relationship, and they would welcome some PIs that measured success 

in communication.  

 

13. Should landlords report performance against these key performance indicators every year? 

 

 Annual reporting would seem to be the right frequency.  Our resident panel agreed with this, 

though they also said that in the area of estate services, they would prefer to see monthly 

performance indicators. 

 

14. Should landlords report performance against these key performance indicators to the 

Regulator? 

 

 Yes, particularly if it is proposed that KPIs will become a factor in triggering regulatory 

intervention. Our resident’s panel agree. 

 

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

residents? 

 

 We would strongly support efforts to increase transparency with residents and we would 

welcome seeing this occur more widely in the sector. Hexagon currently has a number of 

approaches where we provide transparency to our residents as follows: 

 

• We currently earmark four board places for residents, significantly more than most 

of our peers 

• Resident Inspectors are given access to internal procedures, performance reports, 

and files when carrying out an inspection. Their recommendations form an action 

plan for officers to make improvements. 

• As mentioned above, we have a Performance Management Sub-Committee of the 

Board which looks at our key performance indicators, currently chaired by a Resident 

Board Member. 

• We have a scrutiny panel known as the Performance Review Group and they are 

regularly provided with a suite of performance data in order to carry out this scrutiny 

work and they can make recommendations to the Board via their minutes. 

• As mentioned above, we have a Repairs Group that is provided with detailed 

performance reports of our main contractors and they too can make 

recommendations directly to our Board. 

• We have a Residents’ Forum which we consult with over drafts of customer facing 

strategy and policy documents before these go forward for approval to our main 

Board. Our Corporate Plan, for example, was developed in consultation with our 

Residents’ Forum. As per above, the Forum is invited to make representations 

directly to our Board and we invite members of the Forum to attend Board meetings 

as observers. 

 

The Green Paper references research by the University of Westminster that suggests that 

involving residents in the procurement process has the potential not only to increase 

satisfaction, but to delivery greater VFM. We would support initiatives to involve residents 

fully in these processes for significant contracts that impact on their experience, particularly 

the repairs contracts where we have involved residents in the selection and interview 

process. 



 

Our resident panel added that landlords can demonstrate transparency by showing respect 

to their residents and this entails following up and responding to residents enquiries, and 

being honest when things haven’t gone right.   

 

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? 

 

 A consistent reporting framework would be expected to include the following: 

 

• Number of complaints received 

• Number of complaints resolved within target time 

• A system for checking/monitoring actions taken 

• Number of complaints referred to the Ombudsman 

• Percentage of complaints partially upheld in residents’ favour 

• Percentage of complaints wholly upheld in residents’ favour 

• A breakdown of the category (service area) of complaints 

• Outcome of Ombudsman’s rulings 

• Satisfaction with complaints handling 

 

Complaints are a valuable learning tool, so the regulator would need to take care to minimise 

the chance of any unintended consequences of any such indicators, such as discouraging 

landlords from full recording. 

 

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

residents and landlords? 

 

 As suggested above, there is currently a very well developed system of key performance 

indicators developed over two decades via HouseMark and we would highly commend that 

as it includes the key principles of genuinely comparable data, reliable benchmarking 

systems, etc.  

 

If the regulator’s role is to extend their remit into consumer regulation areas, including the 

preparation of key performance indicators, there would be extra costs for the regulator. That 

issue would need to be addressed as they are currently not resourced to deliver that 

function. 

 

Our resident panel stated that the preparation and collection of KPIs should be overseen by 

an independent agency such as Housemark, to minimise conflicts of interest in the 

production process. 

 

18. What would be the best approach to publishing key performance indicators that would 

allow residents to make the most effective comparison of performance? 

 

 There are a number of avenues for this including requiring landlords to publish their KPIs in 

their annual report to residents, on their website, and in publications such as any published 

residents magazines, such as Hexagon’s Home News. There would also be opportunities via 

social media. We also see a role for the regulator publishing these on a nationwide basis 

though we think that’s likely to gain less traction for individual landlords than landlords 

promoting this information directly to their residents. 



 

Our resident panel said that the publication of KPIs should be done across a range of online 

platforms as well as via estate notice boards, where the PIs related to estate services. 

 

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? 

 

 We certainly see some logic in limiting new build allocations where landlords are patently 

failing in their service delivery obligations to residents. The crucial thing here would be to set 

the threshold at a reasonable level. This would need to strike a balance between trying to 

promote excellence in housing service delivery whilst at the same time utilising the financial 

capacity of housing organisations to contribute to the housing crisis. 

 

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? 

 

 Hexagon believes strongly in the need for resident engagement and scrutiny. In that context, 

we would welcome and recommend further clarity of the resident involvement engagement 

requirements (see 12 above) so that there are mandatory requirements across the housing 

sector. We also recognise that there needs to be some flexibility to reflect organisational 

differences relating, for example, to the size of housing provider. 

 

There may also be some merit in considering whether landlords should be required to 

publish to their residents the range of engagement opportunities that they have on offer, on 

a regular basis, perhaps not less than once a year. 

 

We note the efforts of the National Housing Federation to develop a Trust Charter and whilst 

we think that has some application, in the final analysis, we believe that trust is earned by 

actions rather than sought by declaration. 

 

21. Is there a need for a stronger representation for residents at a national level? If so, how 

should this best be achieved? 

 

 We would welcome the principle of residents being able to influence central government 

housing policy. This would necessitate a national body of residents and the organisation and 

structure of such a body which could emerge after wide scale consultation with residents and 

landlords. In order to ensure its representativeness, it would need to be democratically 

drawn from regional resident bodies. Our resident panel agreed that there is a need for 

representation of residents at the national level. 

 

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? 

 

 We are not a local authority and therefore do not have an informed sense of what demand 

looks like for such a programme. We would generally applaud any initiatives which genuinely 

empower residents and improve service delivery to local authority residents. 

 



23. Could a programme of trailblazers help to develop and promote options for greater 

resident-leadership within the sector? 

 

 Hexagon is committed to resident engagement and would fully welcome a programme which 

promotes and shares best practice across the sector. Hexagon has significant experience of 

working successfully with housing co-operatives under a management agreement and we 

would be pleased to contribute to any trailblazer initiatives in this area. 

 

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? 

 

 We are not really in a position to comment on the performance of the local authority 

sponsored TMOs’ performance. We are aware of some really excellent performance from 

residents-led organisations such as Phoenix Housing in our own locality, but we are equally 

aware of the experience of the K&C TMC at Grenfell. This suggests to us that an emphasis on 

structures alone are not enough to drive excellence and that the key drivers are leadership 

and commitment to resident empowerment.  

 

25. Are there any other innovative ways of giving social housing residents greater choice and 

control over the services they receive from landlords? 

 

 As mentioned above, we think there is considerable scope for extending the involvement of 

residents and the procurement of customer-facing services including crucially, the repairs 

services. We also believe that extending residents’ choice on how they wish to contact the 

landlord, including for example, via digital platforms, is an important area. 

 

There is some scope for more choice and control in relation to services provided and re-

charged via service charges, though there are sometimes challenges in progressing that 

agenda without consensus from all involved.  

 

We would welcome further information about the experience of the Community Cashback 

scheme, particularly if there is best practice to be shared in this area. 

 

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? 

 

 Hexagon has considerable experience of working with housing co-ops where residents have 

extensive experience of managing their own homes. These models can prove to be very 

successful, particularly in terms of residents’ satisfaction and approximately 8% of Hexagon’s 

housing stock is managed by third party largely autonomous housing co-operatives. 

 

It is important that the key landlord compliance issues are contractually covered in such an 

arrangement and that the landlord has a monitoring system in place, but these systems of 

outsourcing management and maintenance can work well and deliver favourable satisfaction 

levels. It is worth noting, however, that the cost per unit and the management and 

maintenance of our co-op properties is significantly more expensive than in-house provision, 

so there are trade-offs to be made in choosing this route. In our experience housing co-ops 

do deliver reasonable value for money when cost and performance is taken holistically. 

 



27. How can landlords ensure residents have more choice over contractor services, while 

retaining oversight of quality and value for money? 

 

 We think the key here is to ensure that residents have a meaningful say in the procurement 

process and that they are given significant influence in driving service delivery improvements 

as explained above. 

 

Our resident panel agrees that residents must have a stronger voice on all resident facing 

procurement contracts. They also said that residents should be given equal status with 

landlord officers in the selection and awarding of service contacts. 

 

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

 

 Hexagon broadly endorses the recommendations in the Green Paper outlined in Paragraph 

89. We recognise that as recipients of the services, leaseholders are key stakeholders in their 

landlord’s business and that the opinions and aspiration of leaseholders should be reflected 

in the landlord’s involvement structures and mechanisms. 

 

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 would welcome proposals to strengthen consumer standards provided these are 

developed in consultation with residents’ groups as well as landlords. 

 

We believe that the hurdle for regulatory intervention of serious detriment is too high of a 

hurdle and should be lowered so that triggers for failing landlords can be signalled prior to a 

serious detriment failing occurring. We think that this framework can be strengthened by 

better use of key performance indicators following consultation with landlords and residents 

on the detail. 

 

At the moment, landlords are required to publish a Statement of Compliance with the 

Governance and Viability Standard. We think there is some merit in requiring landlords to 

provide compliance statements for the consumer standards as well. 

 

On a related note, we think that some further consideration should be given to extending the 

Tenant Involvement & Empowerment Standard to allow for a clear process in landlords 

responding to health and safety concerns and complaints raised by residents. 

 

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, this would be welcomed. 

 

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? 

 

 As suggested above, we believe the serious detriment bar is too high as a threshold for 

regulatory intervention. In that context, we would welcome the Green Paper’s aspiration for 

the Consumer Standard to be given a higher level of importance than is currently the case. 



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? 

 

 Yes, however, as mentioned above, we believe this would need to be based on robust and 

transparent indicators that are genuinely comparable, and that the threshold for 

intervention is proportionate. 

 

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 can see no reason why the standards for social housing should differ between housing 

associations and local authorities, so we would favour a system that applies across the whole 

of the social housing sector. This would of course entail ensuring that the regulator has 

similar powers for local authorities as for housing associations. 

 

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

enforcement powers should be considered? 

 

 See the answer to Question 33 where we suggest the powers should be extended to ensure 

consistency. 

 

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? 

 

 We are not familiar enough with the current framework for local authorities to fully 

comment. Where Hexagon outsources its services to a third party for example, to a housing 

co-op, the regulator holds Hexagon accountable for service delivery rather than the third 

party with whom we contract as they are providing services to Hexagon tenants. We think 

the same sort of principle should apply to local authorities outsourcing their service delivery 

to either TMOs and/or ALMOs. 

 

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

accountable to Parliament? 

 

 It is not clear from the question what deficiencies there are in ensuring the social housing 

regulator is accountable to Parliament. It should of course be made accountable in the same 

way as other non-departmental bodies. 

 

Chapter 4: Tacking stigma and celebrating thriving communities 

 

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

 

 We are not entirely convinced that a “best neighbourhood competition” is the right vehicle 

for attacking stigma, but if the government do want to pursue that, we would suggest that 

they work with a consortium of relevant charities (i.e. Get Britain Tidy, British Heart 

Foundation, etc) to define a good neighbourhood and to run an nationwide best 

neighbourhood competition that reflects housing from a broad range of tenures.  



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, Government policy since 2010 has contributed significantly to the stigma 

experienced by residents. We would include within that the policy that high value council 

homes should be sold, that Lifetime Tenancy should be scrapped, that Housing Benefit 

should be removed for Under-21s, that Starter Homes should be funded in place of social 

rented housing, that tenants earning more than £40,000 a year in London should pay the full 

market rent, and that no grant be paid to housing associations to build rented housing, but 

only for owner occupation schemes. Taken together, we believe this did create a sense of 

stigma. Thankfully, the current government has reversed on all of those points which is 

something we warmly welcome and gives us some confidence that the trend can be 

reversed. We think that it’s useful that the Prime Minister, and Government Ministers, are 

striking a very different tone in public and we hope that future media coverage about this 

change of direction continues to be positive. We also think the language in the Green Paper 

in Section 5.5 that describes social housing as a “springboard to home ownership” reinforces 

the stigma of social renting. We support home ownership, but not at the expense of social 

rented housing, and we think Government should share that ambition. We also think that the 

language used in Section 144 which describes the “social housing offer” as one that should 

support “social mobility – not one that provides a barrier to aspirations” is unhelpful 

language as it implies that social renters lack aspiration which is clearly untrue. 
 

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

ensure all staff deliver a good quality of service?  

 

 We are not completely convinced by the premise of the question namely that there is a lack 

of professionalism in housing management. There is undoubtedly some merit in embedding 

professionalism and qualifications such as those offered by the CIH, but in our view the key 

thing that will advance professionalism is for staff to see residents as customers and for 

associations to provide sound customer service training. At Hexagon, we promote something 

called the ‘Customers at the Heart’ training which is based upon the principles of the Mary 

Gober method. We think this has some considerable merit. We also think that the culture of 

customer care needs to be led from the top of the organisation with leaders leading by 

example. In addition to all of that, housing management needs good systems, good 

processes, sound policy, and the support of a good information system, all of which need to 

complement the knowledge and skill of staff employed.  
 

40. What key performance indicator should be used to measure whether landlords are 

providing good neighbourhood management? 

 

 This would probably involve an indicator that looks at the community development or 

community investment initiatives undertaken by landlords which measures the added “social 

value” emerging from their investment. We currently use the HACT methodology to measure 

the social impact of every pound invested and that might be a starting point for the sector. 

Landlords with large estates in the neighbourhood have a greater degree of control of what 

happens in the neighbourhood relative to housing associations who might have pepper-

potted properties throughout a neighbourhood and different standards ought to be applied 

in measuring their impact. The reduction in mediation services, community safety teams, and 

community health teams have limited the leverage which housing associations can play in 

neighbourhood interventions and if the government are serious about increasing 

associations’ capacity, they will need to look at the overall investment in neighbourhoods 

and not just those funded by housing associations. 



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? 

 

 Hexagon has a Community Investment Team and we invest money in areas such as 

employment training, financial inclusion, and digital inclusion. As stated above, we use the 

HACT methodology for measuring the social value of our investment and that might be one 

option to consider, in developing a reporting mechanism. 

 

42. How are landlords working with local partners to tackle anti-social behaviour? What key 

performance indicator could be used to measure this work? 

 

 The obvious thing to look at here is satisfaction although it is very difficult to measure 

satisfaction with a relatively small number of ASB cases, so this would have to be done over 

an appropriate period of time. There has been a significant decline in the local partnerships 

previously available to help deal with anti-social behaviour including for example mediation 

services. We think it would be unhelpful to measure success by reference to a low volume of 

ASB cases reported as that would send the wrong signals. We are uncertain about speed of 

resolution being seen as the key definer of success as this might encourage the wrong 

behaviour by landlords. Again, we think that a system of ensuring regular monitoring of 

outcomes would also help drive performance forward. 

 

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

 

 We think it would be helpful to see minimum standards on both space and storage applied 

consistently across tenures. Scarcity of resources in local authority planning teams across 

London appears to be a limiting factor in supporting good design, s we think that, over time, 

this needs addressing. 

 

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

of new developments? 

 

 Hexagon has a residents’ Design Panel formed of residents that helps us improve the 

schemes that we build. We would recommend that more widely across the sector. 

 

Chapter 5: Expanding supply and supporting home ownership 

 

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. 

 

 No, we don’t think they do strike the right balance. The grant rates available to housing 

associations are currently far too low. That means that schemes are not financially viable 

when looked at on their own. Associations can continue developing by bringing in funding 

from their own operating surpluses, but that in of itself is generally insufficient. Instead, most 

associations, including Hexagon, are developing income streams from commercial activity 

such as housing for outright sale to make up for the lost grant. There are two challenges with 

this model. First, it exposes housing associations to sales risks and makes their development 

model cyclical, that is to say, dependent on a healthy housing market. That is clearly 

problematic in an uncertain market, particularly the London market, which is exacerbated by 

Brexit uncertainties. The second challenge is that with such a high level of borrowing per 



scheme, housing associations, including Hexagon, are rapidly using up their development 

capacity as there are limits to what lenders will allow associations to borrow (via ‘Gearing 

covenants’ often reflected in loan agreements).  We would argue that increased capital 

investment in social housing via higher grant rates would be a better return for the taxpayer 

than higher levels of revenue support on an ongoing basis via a housing benefit income 

stream. Capital grants also help boost the wider economy in leveraging private money to 

support more housebuilding. We also welcome the recent announcement to remove the 

local authority HRA borrowing caps to truly enable them to contribute to the supply 

problem. It is clearly not acceptable that homes lost under the Right to Buy have not been 

replaced and more flexibility should be given to local authorities to allow this to happen. A 

significant amount of government support has gone into Help to Buy to provide significant 

support to the private sector and we think the time has come to redress that balance by 

redirecting resources into the social sector. 

 

Lastly, whilst we welcome “London affordable rents” as they are lower than the previous 

“affordable” rents, we note they are based on average London social rents rather than LA 

based social rents, so we would suggest higher grant rates to enable a return to social rents. 

 

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

experience to developing new community owned homes? 

 

 For community-led housing to succeed, it is reliant on special designation of sites in the 

planning framework, or on local authority owned sites that need to be disposed of at below 

open market value. In that context, it has been very challenging to deliver community land 

trust schemes for example, in places like London due to the value of sites for residential 

development. Hexagon has spent some considerable time trying to get a community-built 

scheme off the ground in Southwark (Habitat for Humanity) on a local authority owned site. 

In the end, it was not viable unless the price paid for the land was significantly reduced and 

the local authority was unable to accept this. We are not active in LA estate regeneration, 

but we think there might be some mileage in supporting tenants to deliver community-led 

housing as part of estate regeneration schemes where there is demand. There has been a 

significant amount of publicity around Community Land Trusts, but we think that the housing 

sector would benefit from more information about the pros and cons of land trusts to date, 

including a vehicle for sharing best practice. 

 

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? 

 

 Longer term certainty over funding can increase and accelerate development, especially for 

those sites which take years to develop and by definition have more risk attached to them. In 

our view, however, the real step change that could be facilitated across the sector would be 

to increase the amount of grant per unit available. When grant rates were at a 60-70% of 

total scheme cost level, we were able to develop about 50% more of what we are currently 

developing. A key constraint for many housing associations, including Hexagon, is our 

borrowing capacity and gearing covenants with lenders. Gearing won’t be significantly 

altered by simply giving us longer term certainty over funding for grant rates which are too 

low to be sustainable in the long term. 

 

 

 



48. How can we best support providers to develop new shared ownership products that 

enable people to build up more equity in their homes? 

 

 The single biggest thing that would advance shared ownership would be to get more lenders 

on board to support any new ideas that did emerge. We can see some merit in allowing 

people to staircase in intervals that are smaller than 10% (i.e. including the 1% proposed in 

the paper), but the current constraint is the legal and valuation costs involved. This is the 

primary reason why there is currently a minimum percentage of 10%. If the Government is 

keen on allowing people to staircase in increments as low as 1%, there should be some 

concurrent commitment to fund some of the legal and valuation costs that will arise from 

setting such an objective. The main constraint on future staircasing remains high house 

prices and these can only be combated if we build more homes. Lastly, if there were more 

grant available for shared ownership, we would be able to charge lower rents and therefore 

increase the financial capacity of purchasers to staircase and obtain more equity in their 

property, so this also needs consideration. 

 

 

 

 

 


