Clarion Housing response to the Social Housing Green Paper: Executive summary
Principle 1: Ensuring homes are safe and decent
The safety of all residents, regardless of tenure, is paramount. We welcome the suggestion
that recently introduced safety measures in the private rented sector (such as installation of
smoke alarms, carbon monoxide detectors and inspections of electrical systems) be
extended to apply to social housing.
We are developing our own ‘Clarion Standard’, with the aim of bringing the majority of our
homes up to this enhanced specification by 2040. We therefore support proposed measures
to further drive up the standards of homes. One of the most transformational ways to
achieve this is through regeneration which plays an essential role in not only improving
standards, but revitalising communities and often providing additional homes.
Principle 2: Effective resolution of complaints
We accept complaints in multiple formats to encourage residents to let us know if
something has gone wrong. We are committed to providing a high quality service to all our
residents and to ensure that complaints are addressed quickly and fairly.
Having consulted widely with residents on this subject, we propose that the eight week
waiting period before escalating to the ombudsman be removed. It is our view that the
current designated persons system is ineffectual because residents tend to approach their
MP or Councillor outside the formal complaints process.
Principle 3: Empowering residents and strengthening the regulator
We are open to working with government, the regulator, agencies and other housing
providers to establish an effective and meaningful reporting mechanism for performance.
Clarion contributed to the development of the sector scorecard and we see this as a strong
foundation to build on.
Clarion is committed to transparency and we already publish annual reports which provide
residents with key information on a wide range of topics; from property development
statistics, to financial figures.

We believe that our residents are best placed to judge how well we are performing in their
neighbourhoods so we support their view that resident satisfaction should be central to
how housing associations are measured.
Principle 4: Tackling stigma and celebrating thriving communities
Stigma, either felt communally or individually, can arise from many different factors; some
that Housing Associations can take practical actions to counter and others that are external
to us, such as the media portrayal of social housing.
Stigma starts from a perception that people who live in social housing are somehow
different from those in other tenures. Residents told us that one of the primary ways we can
help them is to maintain their neighbourhoods and not mark their housing out as different.
We invest in making neighbourhoods safe, welcoming and attractive places to live, and we
have responded to resident views so we no longer put up signs that identify homes as social
housing. On our developments we are also working to ensure the design of new homes does
not reinforce different tenure groupings. Clarion provides homes across multiple tenures,
but our principles are universal. We treat all residents fairly, irrespectively of the type of
home they live in.
Principle 5: Expanding supply and supporting home ownership
We welcome the Prime Minister’s pledge of £2 billion of new funding over the next 10
years, which will help us to build the types of affordable homes that are desperately needed
by families across the country over the long-term.
Certainty over grant funding gives Clarion flexibility in terms of tenure, particularly in terms
of enabling a balance between homes for social rented housing and for low cost
homeownership (such as shared ownership) or sale. However we would welcome
government intervention on land value capture in respect of large settlement and strategic
land where the current system favours housing for sale over community benefit,
infrastructure and long term investment.
We welcome the observations of the Letwin review that development can be accelerated by
delivering different tenures at different price points, however, mixed tenure and diversity
needs to be reflected in the land price and via the planning system.

Clarion Housing response to the Social Housing Green Paper: All questions
Principle 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?
Our online survey asked residents how they think they can work with us to help ensure their
homes are safe. Residents felt most strongly that reporting their concerns was the key way
they could work with Clarion on safety issues and they also talked about clear
communication, giving access and taking personal responsibility. There was some mention
of CCTV, neighbourhood watch and policing, so for residents, safety is about more than just
fire safety and hazards, and generally residents said they felt safe in their homes.
Based on this it is our view that the most effective way of safeguarding residents’ safety is
for us to ensure it is easy for customers to report concerns to us if they suspect their home
is not safe. Clarion offers a variety of channels for residents to communicate with us
including our website, social media such as Twitter and over the phone via our contact
centre with trained staff ready to answer calls. This ensures that residents have the choice
to communicate with us in the way that works best for them. We also train our staff to
understand when a generic complaint/enquiry could be indicative of a safety issue and have
escalation protocols in place for use as required.
We understand that building a constructive landlord/resident relationship contributes to the
sense of residents’ empowerment over their safety; residents need to feel listened to, that
every contact is valued and acted upon, and they can trust their landlord to act on their
concerns. Reassuringly 71% of Clarion residents tell us they have trust and confidence in us
as a landlord (Clarion Index 2018) and 84% say their neighbourhood is a good place to live.
We use resident engagement forums to foster constructive collaboration with residents and
provide meaningful opportunities for them to give feedback and influence services. Our aim
is to be able to harness the whole range of customer interactions, experience, insight and
feedback, to inform our business decisions and tailor our services to the needs of different
customer groups.

We encourage residents to work with us to understand the role they play to ensure safety in
their home while recognising that residents will have differing levels of knowledge and
concerns over safety. When a new tenant moves in is a critical and effective moment to
explain the home and safety issues. We are making Fire Safety Assessments available to
residents and are considering a number of initiatives to support residents, including:
•
•
•
•

Enhanced move in/new home tour to include communal areas and explanation of
safety features and how they should work
Safety briefings/courses for interested residents
Safety guides/leaflets for targeted subjects (such as using oxygen in your home),
available online or hard copies available in communal spaces
Safety information videos viewable on the website and via social media.

2. Should new safety measures in the private rented sector also apply to social housing?
The safety of all residents is of paramount concern and we support initiatives designed to
keep them safe. We would welcome the extension of recently introduced safety measures
in the private rented sector (PRS) such as installation of smoke alarms, carbon monoxide
detectors and inspections of electrical systems every five years, to apply to social housing.
Clarion already install smoke alarms (hard wired) as part of our electrical specification and
our gas contractors test battery alarms as part of each annual service. Social housing is
already more highly regulated than the PRS, for example via the Housing Health and Safety

Rating System (HHSRS) requirements reflected in the Decent Homes Standard. And we
already deliver monitoring regimes and the safety and security of our homes exceed the
standards of much PRS accommodation. We would like to see government go further to
encourage the PRS to adopt more of the higher standards required of, and provided by, the
social sector.
3. Are there any changes to what constitutes a Decent Home that we should
consider?
We welcome the opportunity to revisit the Decent Homes Standard particularly with a view
to improving the current statutory minimum standard for housing, how to increase and
improve flexibility of implementation across a diverse portfolio, and to address familiar
limitations with the application of the HHSRS.
Of the existing areas covered, the three most important elements for residents responding
to the online survey were: To be free from any hazard that poses a risk to health and safety;
have efficient heating and insulation; and be in a reasonable state of repair. Having
reasonably modern facilities was the least important factor which highlights the importance
of good quality components which last. Over half of the residents who completed the survey
gave suggestions about other things that ought to be included. Responses were varied but
the following were cited in over 50 separate responses: Quality of fixings such as windows
and doors (references to both security and insulation), regular checks of properties for
works that need doing (suggestions varied but calls for annual checks were common), and
homes being suitable/adaptable for those occupying them. Soundproofing was mentioned 8
times and was specifically related to flats and street properties.
In light of this we think that rather than establishing a prescriptive homogenous Standard,
which could not take into account variance in stock profiles across the sector, each housing
association should establish their own Standard(s). This should be created with residents
and driven by their needs and the Regulator can then use this published standard to hold
the landlord to account. This would give us more flexibility in setting the right standards and
enable us to work with residents to make sure it satisfies their requirements.
Evaluation of the Decent Homes programme shows that stock diversity affected both rates
of implementation and value for money. A co-created standard for each HA would also
prevent any perverse impacts of standardised regulation, such as increasing the costs of
certain aspects of the supply chain where a component is found to suddenly be in huge
demand from every landlord.
We are in the midst of developing a Clarion Standard which will inform our investment and
asset management priorities. This will enable us to strike a balance between investing in
new properties, whilst maintaining high standards in our current homes. Retrofitting this
enhanced Standard across our 125,000 properties is a long-term goal, with 2040 a realistic
target to commit the substantial funds and resources required to bring our homes up to the
new improved standard. While the social housing sector has many examples of landlords
taking action to achieve higher standards in their stock, resource implications are
considerable. Government funding will be needed to meet the backlog in non-Decent
Homes compliant homes as well as improving future social housing standards. Given the

importance of insulation and efficient heating to residents on low incomes we would also
particularly welcome regulation to promote higher energy efficiency standards to go beyond
the limited requirements currently mandated.
4. Do we need additional measures to make sure social homes are safe and decent?
In response to how they can help Clarion keep their home safe a number of residents in our
survey mentioned granting access to their home. Gaining access to homes to carry out
safety critical tasks is essential. Currently landlords can rely on rights under the Rent Act
1977 and the Housing Act 1988 to carry out inspections and repairs; and the Landlord and
Tenant Act 1985 to carry out essential repairs. However, enforcing rights to undertake
essential repairs, and in particular those which relate to safety such as the annual gas
service, can be lengthy.
Additional rights or a new legal remedy to ensure access can be gained swiftly and
efficiently when required would be helpful.

Principle 2: Effective resolution of complaints
5. Are there ways of strengthening the mediation opportunities available for landlords
and residents to resolve disputes locally?
We know from residents who took part in our qualitative research that many feel going to
the Ombudsman should be a last resort and they would prefer a more local first step in the
escalation process:
“The ombudsman might feel like going to a bit too far.” Norwich Clarion resident
“There should be someone else you can go to first. But somebody local.” North
London Clarion resident
Some local mediation does work very effectively. We work with the Housing Ombudsman’s
early resolution procedure which sees the Housing Ombudsman service use their experience
of complaint resolution to mediate between landlord and resident to find a solution ahead
of a formal investigation. We value the mediation offered by the Ombudsman through this
procedure and have a constructive relationship with them. This early engagement with the
Ombudsman has helped us learn lessons from mistakes, how to avoid them, and how to
identify preventative actions to more broadly improve the resident experience. However,
given what residents have said about being reluctant to go to the Ombudsman there may be
scope to find a more local intermediary first or perhaps better advertise this early resolution
path to residents in a way that makes it appear less formal.
We also work closely with MPs and councillors who represent constituents outside the
formal complaints process and we will consider mediation where a complaint is particularly
complex, there are multiple complaints from the same resident or there are several
complaints about the same issue.
6. Should we reduce the eight week waiting period to four weeks, or should we remove
the requirement for the “democratic filter” stage altogether?
The process for escalating a complaint was explained to residents in the qualitative research
discussions and the general consensus was that eight weeks is not acceptable and could
even contribute to things getting worse:
“That is far too long – who has said it should be eight weeks? It takes two seconds to
send an email. Eight weeks is where things go missing and it goes wrong. People
want things instantly these days.” Birmingham Clarion resident
“Some people reach a frustration level and don’t have the education or experience in
life to know what to do next. So, they resort to angry and abusive comments. This
could be stopped by speeding up the process and making residents more aware of
what to do.” Norwich Clarion resident
We therefore support removing the waiting period altogether. The democratic filter stage
should be removed as it is unnecessary and in our experience very rarely used.

7. What can we do to ensure that the “designated persons” are better able to promote
local resolutions?
Residents need to be aware of the role of the designated person if this is to be really
effective so active promotion of it is required. Only 19% of residents responding to our
online survey had heard of the designated person and said they know what they do. This
may be because the majority of residents who responded have had no cause to complain or
use their designated person. However, it would benefit all residents to know what the route
is and what support is available, should they need to escalate a complaint.
In the resident focus groups there was a mix of responses to this question, with some
favouring a named contact at the HA to be responsible for the complaints process and
others preferring an independent person to represent them. Many residents felt that
escalating to the Ombudsman was too extreme and they just wanted some support on
offer:
“You don’t want to have to go to the housing ombudsman straight away do you?”
North London Clarion resident
Despite most residents in the survey being unaware of the designated person role, many
were aware of their representation options: 14% said they would go to their MP and 12%
would go to a Councillor if unhappy with Clarion’s response to a complaint (18% would go to
the Ombudsman). This reflects our experience that where residents have a relationship
with their local councillor or MP, they will often use them outside the formal complaints
process. We have set internal processes and timescales for responding to such contacts and
while politicians may be strategically important, we apply the same standards to all
complaints.
We acknowledge that a resident’s motivations to go to a councillor or MP can be varied and
may simply reflect preference. Where we experience frequent contact with a particular
individual or group of councillors, we establish face to face engagement to discuss local
issues and priorities and, where necessary, can agree regular reporting on progress. We
encourage residents to contact us in the first instance but it can be helpful to use
established relationships to promote local resolution where a designated person who is
familiar with the neighbourhood context is involved.
8. How can we ensure that residents understand how best to escalate a complaint and
seek redress?
We aim to resolve complaints ourselves but appreciate that there are circumstances where
customers will want to seek redress. The depth interviews held with residents highlighted
that those who had not needed to make a complaint knew very little about the process.
Some residents felt that landlords should do more to promote the process:
“I don’t think it’s advertised enough. It should be on websites and delivered in print to
those who don’t have access to the web.” Norwich Clarion resident
Whereas others disagreed and felt that if they needed the information they could find it
easily:

“You can go to the ombudsman. It’s in the tenant’s handbook and it’s on the website.
If a housing association doesn’t have a very good website then it won’t be clear to
the residents. Clarion has a very good website that tells you about complaints and
what happens if you want to escalate it. The information is already there.” Norwich
Clarion resident
We understand that it can be confusing for consumers to know which organisation to
escalate their complaint to. In our response to the ‘Strengthening consumer redress in
housing’ consultation we argued that establishing a single front door portal through which
all housing-related complaints could be channelled would be an effective solution. It would
provide a single point of contact for customers and providers, reducing confusion and the
need to navigate various different organisations. However in order to work effectively, it
would have to be sufficiently resourced and employ people with suitable specialist
knowledge in different sectors and tenure types.
9. How can we ensure that residents can access the right advice and support when making
a complaint?
In addition to residents knowing they could approach their MP, Councillor or Ombudsman
for support in escalating a complaint, encouragingly quite a few said they would approach
their contact within Clarion - such as a housing officer or tenancy support officer. Others
said they would contact a charity such as Age UK or the Citizens Advice Bureau. Making it
clear that residents can contact us or access advice externally is clearly important and
government could play a role in signposting the support available.
It is also important that residents are able to submit a complaint in any format that suits
them. We accept complaints in many formats and provide support to access the process
through enhanced accessibility (our website has a language translator) and by providing
assistance to those in vulnerable situations. Our complaints staff signpost residents to other
internal services, or external agencies if they feel further advice and support is required
and/or the customer is in a vulnerable situation.
10. How can we best ensure that landlords’ processes for dealing with complaints are fast
and effective?
Complaints processes should be well communicated, clear and easy to follow. In our online
survey we asked “What can Clarion or Government do to make it easier for residents to
make or escalate a complaint to speed up resolution?” and 431 residents offered
suggestions. These included having clear guidance and a single a named person to deal with
the issue from start to finish:
“Have a SINGLE contact point from DAY 1 of complaint, through to satisfactory

conclusion” Online survey respondent.
Some residents wanted to ‘simply have a conversation’ rather than a form to fill in; in many
cases residents felt that this last approach could avoid the issue even becoming a formal
complaint.
Clarion has a well publicised complaints policy and we are committed to dealing with
complaints quickly and effectively, aiming to resolve them within an average of ten working
days. However we would add that solely focussing on the mechanics of a complaints process

risks staff concentrating on moving speedily through a process rather than thinking about
resolving the original issue for the customer as quickly as possible. The ‘Clarion Way’ is an
employee engagement programme designed to reinforce positive staff behaviour and
encouraging staff to take personal responsibility for resolving issues.
11. How can we best ensure safety concerns are handled swiftly and effectively within the
existing redress framework?
Residents in the online survey were keen to point out their role in reporting safety issues
and there are two key ways to ensure safety concerns are handled swiftly and effectively
within the existing redress framework:
1) Ensuring complaints teams are trained to identify any safety concerns raised, ascertain
whether there are risks and understand how to prioritise what to address first. By having a
better understanding of the issues raised by residents, trained staff can escalate an urgent
safety issue when necessary, promptly engaging with colleagues with technical experience
and specialist knowledge.
2) Ensuring residents know to provide key facts and information when reporting issues. This
will speed up the process and the appropriate timescale can be provided. The redress
framework is based upon the information provided so if the information is not accurate this
will delay the resolution.
Trained Housing Ombudsman staff will usually have a senior contact within organisations
and can escalate urgent safety concerns directly to this contact irrespective of internal
processes. Ensuring this communication channel is correctly in place is a key way that safety
concerns can be picked up in the existing framework.

Principle 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 concepts of KPIs and a league table of housing associations were explained to
participants in the resident qualitative research. In the main, residents felt that comparing
HAs would not be of use to them. Participants explained that they lived where they did, not
because of the housing association, but because of other factors, most importantly where
the property was located. They explained that, should they find out their housing
association was performing poorly and another was performing well, they would not be able
to simply switch or move, and therefore a league table would be of no use to them. As a
result there was a widely held view that this would be an expensive waste of time.
“It will have to be paid for to collate all this information. And presumably it will be us
as residents who end up paying for it.” Norwich Clarion resident
Many residents also perceived that this would create a box-ticking exercise, which could
result in HAs focus diverted to meeting performance targets, rather than focusing on
providing a good service. Often this was likened to school exam results, where pupils were
taught to achieve good exam results in particular subjects, but at the expense of a high
quality all-round education.
Publishing a league table of HAs in particular was unpopular with residents saying it could
leave them feeling angry, frustrated and powerless and many felt it was unnecessary as
housing associations are already regulated and they publish their performance already.
“I was under the impression that there’s already a grading system in place for
landlords. So why introduce an appalling idea like league tables?” Norwich resident
“Every housing association has a website where you can access information about
how they are performing.” Birmingham resident
Our residents are not in favour of a league table but their responses suggest that
signposting to existing published information on other HAs as well may be of interest to
them.
“It would give residents the chance to see how they’re performing and whether
they’re coming up to scratch alongside other associations.” Norwich resident
“You’d have to look at it wouldn’t you? If you knew your housing association was on
there. Just out of curiosity more than anything else.” Bromley resident
We therefore have no objection to the publication of a series of meaningful measures that
residents can view to understand their landlord’s performance. We would urge officials to
note that a great deal of work has already taken place across the sector and a good deal of
performance data is already readily available online. The sector has done a lot of valuable
work in establishing the sector scorecard and we see this as a strong foundation to build on.
Residents were asked in the qualitative research groups what they thought HAs should be
measured on. Most suggestions matched closely with those in the Green Paper which had
also been sourced from residents.

While the KPIs suggested in the Green Paper are laudable they are subjective and will
require some significant work to become measures that are specific enough and sufficiently
clearly defined to remove ambiguity and avoid falling into the trap of us comparing apples
with pears. There would also be work required to ensure that reporting reflected actual
service delivery. For example, an HA might report a low level of complaints because they
deal with minor complaints under another heading or make it difficult for residents to
access their complaints procedure. This would make it look like their service offer was
superior to an HA where the complaints process is clearly set out and accessible via multiple
channels whereas that is unlikely to reflect the reality for residents. Some metrics would
need to be co-designed with the relevant statutory authorities – especially with regard to
ASB where success is not in the hands of a sole agency.
Although our residents’ suggestions concerning how HAs could be measured largely
reflected those in the Green Paper, by far the most common suggestion of what should be
taken into account was residents’ opinions. Many participants felt strongly that the opinions
of residents of their housing association should be incorporated into any scoring system, as
they felt this would ensure a more accurate reflection of their performance.
Many HAs, including Clarion, already carry out regular customer satisfaction surveys to
support service improvement. But this does not make this a quick win – to compare HAs
would require consistency in measuring customer satisfaction, not only in the questions
asked and their order, but in the sampling (expectations vary by age for example), method,
independent verification and timing of surveys (e.g. asking someone who just had a repair if
they are satisfied will yield a different response to someone awaiting a repair). To change
existing arrangements and contracts across the sector would certainly take time and could
incur significant cost, particularly for smaller organisations who may currently measure this
in house.
It is worth bearing in mind that housing associations are values led organisations and
different providers may have different priorities (e.g. only one in six registered housing
associations builds new homes). Any proposals will need to reflect the diversity of the
sector with different providers delivering in different areas (a one-size-fits-all approach such
as a league table is unlikely to be meaningful).
We should look to other areas that produce performance metrics and learn from them.
Local authorities report KPIs particular to their area and business plan so they only report on
a measure if it is an issue in their area or a priority for them. LA’s reduced their reporting
burdens a while back and moved away from league tables reporting on whole organisation
performance to tables/charts for specific activities. The previous league table approach was
a huge burden to LAs and distorted what was really being delivered on the ground.

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

If KPIs are introduced it would make sense for them to be reported annually and in line with
other reporting requirements. Our annual report to residents1 already contains much of the
information being requested and is published annually.
14. Should landlords report performance against these key performance indicators to the
Regulator?
If KPIs are introduced they should be reported to the regulator who would need to ensure
that measures are being used consistently across HAs.
15. What more can be done to encourage landlords to be more transparent with their
residents?
The regulator could share best practice and highlight what the best across the sector are
doing. Clarion publishes annual reports which provide residents with key information on a
wide range of topics; from property development statistics, to financial figures. A key issue
is presenting information in a way that is relevant and interesting to residents. We are
currently surveying residents to ascertain what information they want to see and are
considering a variety of communication channels to ensure they receive the information
they tell us is of importance to them. However the demand for information has to be
weighed against the resource and cost of providing it.
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?
Residents in the roundtables were keen to see complaints included in any measures of HA
performance and we already publish the outcomes of our complaint handling. We would be
keen to ensure that the size or organisation is taken into account in any reporting so an HA
with 10,000 homes and 5,000 complaints does not ‘score’ better than a landlord with
50,000 homes and 6,000 complaints in any comparison.
In 2017/18, Clarion resolved almost 8,000 complaints, efficiently handling 25–30 a day. The
gross volume of complaints divided by the number of properties has remained stable at
around 6–6.5%. Housing Ombudsman determinations could also be published, but again,
alongside number of homes / type of service for a fair comparison.
17. Is the Regulator best placed to prepare key performance indicators in consultation
with residents and landlords?
The current co-regulation approach works well, providing a framework that fosters a
constructive dialogue between the Regulator, housing associations, their boards and
residents. Information within any future scorecard or reporting mechanism (most which is
already publically available), will continue to inform the views and actions of the Regulator.
The Regulator has demonstrable proficiency to interpret this data and identify and prioritise
the most serious and persistent failures. Collaborating on devising suitable KPIs would
strengthen the three way relationship between the Regulator, housing associations and
residents.

1

https://www.myclarionhousing.com/campaigns/resident_report/

18. What would be the best approach to publishing key performance indicators that
would allow residents to make the most effective comparison of performance?
The sector should look to learn from others who have successfully published accessible and
trusted performance data for a public audience. For example, the My NHS website that
allows people to compare hospitals based on the indicators most important to them. Key to
this is that if numbers are too low to be comparable or if a measure does not apply, it is
greyed out rather than showing this as a negative result. Measures are explained in relation
to others using a simple colour coding so it can be easily interpreted. Looking at the image
below, the red colour and exclamation mark highlights that 91% is significantly below what
is expected, whereas on its own, 91% to a lay person may have seemed like a good result:

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?
Only one in five housing associations builds homes, so funding conditionality dependent on
performance in league tables would only be a partial and very blunt incentive to improve
residents’ experience. Even at the current low levels of grant, it could increase the risk of
perverse outcomes, or gaming the measurement of resident’s satisfaction with services. The
link between current, longer term residents’ and new residents’ satisfaction with the quality
of their homes and services is tenuous. This would require more detailed understanding and
a more comprehensive regime of post-occupancy appraisal for new homes alongside the
existing transactional satisfaction evaluation.
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?

In 2016 we asked residents if they were satisfied with the ways to get involved and engage
with us and the majority (72%) said they were. So in 2017 we asked if being able to engage
online would make them more likely to engage and 50% of residents agreed that they would
(Index 2016; Index 2017). We have since enhanced our digital resident involvement online
presence and actively engage residents through surveys via email where they have
expressed an interest.
In the online survey relating specifically to the green paper, we asked what would
encourage residents to get more involved or what other opportunities we could offer them,
the barriers to involvement were overwhelmingly time related or linked to health issues or a
disability. Many others simply want us to do our job as landlord and only ask them about
things locally that will affect them directly.
Following the merger that formed Clarion, we reviewed the effectiveness of all the
mechanisms used by the two founding organisations to devise new Resident Involvement
Structures. Changes have been made - including the previously mentioned expansion of
online opportunities - to support our commitment to keeping residents at the centre of our
service.
Outside of the formal Resident Involvement structures residents are able to influence
services through customer satisfaction, service specific surveys and the annual resident
survey. For example, the findings of our 2017 Index showed us that customers are
increasingly using smartphones and tablets to access the internet rather than PCs and
laptops. In response, we have ensured that all online services are optimised for mobile and
in anticipation of continued growth in this area we have taken on additional staff specifically
to monitor our social media accounts and deal with online customer queries.
21. Is there a need for a stronger representation for residents at a national level? If so,
how should this best be achieved?
As a national organisation Clarion provides opportunities for residents to influence decision
making at a national level with five resident Board Members and over 60 residents involved
in our National Service Improvement Groups. Regional opportunities include our Property
Engagement Groups, one for each of our five regions, which consider issues such as repairs
and mechanical, electrical and gas servicing.
While groups such as the London Tenants Federation and others exist, the provision of a coordinated umbrella national panel for residents across different organisations and all
tenures would provide a helpful forum for the diversity of views across the country. If done
well, it would also give a stronger voice to smaller groups of residents who may not have the
resources to respond to every consultation but whose views are just as important. For
example, our research with HouseProud (the nationwide network for LGBT+ people working
in social housing) has highlighted the need to capture the views of all residents, including
those historically considered harder to reach. Whereas only 4% of Clarion residents were
uncomfortable having a tradesperson/someone from their landlord in their home this was
true for 24% of LGBT+ social residents surveyed by HouseProud. The very dissimilar
experiences of different communities within our neighbourhoods means that any
representation at a national level ought to be as diverse as possible. If residents want it, a
national LGBT+ resident representative body may be helpful and this is something that
HouseProud is investigating at as part of their Pledge Card project.

23. Could a programme of trailblazers help to develop and promote options for greater
resident-leadership within the sector?
There are many good examples of resident–leadership in the sector already. Promoting
existing positive work and facilitating wider take up of proven initiatives as well as
encouraging new ideas through trailblazers is key. Clarion’s extensive regeneration scheme,
the Lavenders in the London Borough of Sutton, had project team meetings chaired by a
resident from the regional steering group. This resulted in positive neighbourhood cohesion
as the whole community were fully involved in the project. Clarion Futures has many
activities which nurture leadership, for example around community asset management and
our award winning National Ambassador programme for 18 to 25 year old residents, which
aims to improve the perception of young people in our communities. We would be
supportive of a programme of trailblazers to develop and pilot options that builds on and
publicises these positive modes for resident leadership.
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 have one Tenant Management Organisation (TMO) in the London Borough of Merton
which was established when the homes were under local authority control. Residents
manage and staff the TMO, holding AGMs and regular meetings which are attended by our
senior managers. There is a clear process for setting up and disbanding the TMO and
residents have repeatedly voted for this particular TMO to continue as it delivers positive
outcomes for residents and has a high satisfaction level overall. In this case the TMO
delivers and the right balance is struck.
However, it is important to recognise that TMOs are not necessarily desired by all residents.
For example, there have been other cases where residents were presented with the
opportunity to establish a TMO but chose not to. This demonstrates the need to understand
different groups of residents and their differing views, allowing them to feed into decisions
that affect them directly.
25. Are there any other innovative ways of giving social housing residents greater choice
and control over the services they receive from landlords?
We advocate strong resident involvement in decisions over the services they receive. Not
all residents want the same things and, despite the range of opportunities and
communication channels, not all feel able to get involved. So we must strike a balance based
on achieving value for money for all residents, meeting the standards we set for ourselves
and fulfilling our compliance obligations.
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?
While there are benefits to models that support residents to take on some of their own
services (for example community management of community buildings), it is important that
any service which contains elements of compliance will need to remain the responsibility of
the landlord.

27. How can landlords ensure residents have more choice over contractor services, while
retaining oversight of quality and value for money?
Residents should be invited to participate in the procurement of services that will impact
them directly. We ensure that residents have the opportunity to input into procurement of
contractor services through a variety of mechanisms including:
• National Service Improvement Groups focussing on different issues from repairs, to
income collection
• Property Engagement Groups looking at a variety of issues from planned repairs, to gas
servicing – there are currently five of these groups nationally.
• Focus Groups/Task and Finish Groups where groups of residents come together to provide
feedback on specific topics and service areas such as contractor performance through a mix
of face to face and digital involvement.
We have an in-house repairs team, Clarion Response, which consistently has a 90%
customer satisfaction rate and repairs are fixed at the first visit in 83% of cases. This is
testament in great part to the extent to which residents have engaged with us to improve
the service.
While we are sympathetic to the idea of giving greater choice to residents around services
such as repairs and improvements, routinely providing a list of approved contractors for
individual tenants to choose from could pose significant challenges – both operationally and
financially – being resource-intensive to administrate without offering any clear benefit
directly to the resident. This kind of framework of contractors is unlikely to secure the best
value for money as it would reduce certainty over volumes of activity for the contractor who
would need to increase costs to reflect this and be less able to mobilise the contract and
maintain levels of service. This is likely to result in greater cost for a reduced service. From a
contract management perspective, having multiple contractors would increase the resource
required to deal with instances where a chosen contractor does not provide an adequate
service, where we would get involved and take ownership of the issue.
28. What more could we (the government) do to help leaseholders of a social housing
landlord?
As a major provider and manager of leasehold properties, particularly via shared ownership
flats, we share the Government’s commitment to tackle unfair practices in the leasehold
market. In our experience of leasehold management, the main issues stem from a lack of
understanding of the leasehold (including shared ownership) tenure they are buying into.
This lack of knowledge can lead to dissatisfaction and difficulties in the landlord/tenant
relationship. This often manifests itself in confusion over repair responsibilities, high
expectations and/or perceived lack of value for money in service delivery which then leads
to complaints and/or service charge disputes.
Both the government and landlords have a role to play to ensure leaseholders are wellinformed and satisfied with the service they provided. From Clarion’s perspective, we
provide informative guides to potential leaseholders as part of our welcome pack. We are
also considering holding informal events for potential leaseholders to educate them about
the tenure and the product they are looking to buy to ensure they understand the key

clauses of their lease. We would reinforce the landlord / leaseholder roles and verify they
understand the key clauses of their lease. At the end of these events we may ask
participants to undertake a quiz to ensure they’ve understood the session and their roles
and responsibilities as leaseholders.
In terms of how Government could intervene, intervention during the legal sales process to
verifying the levels of understanding could be helpful. In our experience the purchaser’s
solicitor (particularly online legal services) do not always explain what a leasehold entails,
such as contractually what people are signing up for, what the service charge covers, what
costs might occur etc. If conveyancing firms were obliged to get clients to watch a short
film/read guidance and then clients had to signed to confirm they’ve watched it, it could be
beneficial in terms of guaranteeing potential leaseholders are well-informed.
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?
The current regulatory framework and objectives are effective and fit for purpose. The four
current tenant facing consumer standards (the tenants involvement and empowerment
standard, the Home standard, the Tenancy Standard and the Neighbourhood and
Community standard) reflect well the facets of customer regulation that are important to
our 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?
Whether the Regulator should 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,
needs to be considered alongside other non-binding mechanisms.
The NHF are currently looking at introducing a new transparency principle to the Code of
Governance and developing a sector-wide charter so the housing sector would need to
consider how many voluntary schemes we are adopting if these are additional
requirements.
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?
The ‘serious detriment’ threshold is appropriate as it ensures that the consumer regulations
are applied in a proportionate way. The current supportive co-regulatory environment gives
Boards the opportunity to address weaknesses before the Regulator intervenes.
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?
Housing association boards are best placed to propose timely implementation of any
improvement actions required by the Regulator. Boards can balance the completing

priorities The Regulator is already able to proactively enforce the most suitable intervention
from their current toolbox of powers.
34. Are the existing enforcement measures set out in Box 3 adequate? If not, what
additional enforcement powers should be considered?
The existing range of enforcement measures, from in depth inspections to direct
interventions, are proportionate and provide suitable mechanisms to address the diversity
of circumstances across the sector. Additional risks might arise from adding further
enforcement powers to those the regulator already has.
36. What further steps, if any, should Government take to make the Regulator more
accountable to Parliament?
The Cabinet Office Regulator review was broadly supportive of the outcome based, coregulatory framework, with the social housing regulator compared favourable to other
regulatory systems. The majority of housing associations would agree.
Individual significant failures of housing association mismanagement are usually reported or
discussed in parliament. More baseline reporting to Parliament of the Regulator’s activity such as aggregate sector outcomes around reducing numbers of service failures or serious
detriment cases - would give an indication not only of the utility and success of the
Regulator‘s intervention but the health of the sector itself.

Principle 4: Tackling stigma and celebrating thriving communities
37. How could we support or deliver a best neighbourhood competition?
Residents in our online survey were asked if they thought a best neighbourhood
competition could help improve the image of social housing in their area and the majority
disagreed although a significant minority (30%) agreed that it could.

While a best neighbourhood competition could be a helpful measure, it has to be part of a
larger effort to de-stigmatise social housing residents otherwise it could appear tokenistic
and patronising. It needs to be resident-led rather than a top-down initiative and would
have to include entire neighbourhoods (not just social housing residents) in order to
promote community cohesion and reduce stigma. There is also the question of how the
term ‘best’ is defined as this could further stigmatise areas which never would be unlikely to
win the competition. Nominating community initiatives which recognise and celebrate
activities (such as the Social Enterprise UK’s awards, or Clarion’s own William Sutton prize2
for social entrepreneurship) which bring communities together and celebrate successful
projects also disseminate the transferable, repeatable lessons, and so may be more helpful
to a larger number of residents.
2

https://www.clarionhg.com/william-sutton-prize/

38. In addition to sharing positive stories of social housing residents and their
neighbourhoods, what more could be done to tackle stigma?
Clarion residents were asked what can be done to tackle stigma. The most common
response with 58 mentions was to stop neighbourhoods from looking like social housing,
different from other tenures.
“Keep the estate clean and grounds maintained to high standard”. Online
respondent
“Let residents have some say in how their home looks on the outside, i.e front doors,
windows etc.” Online respondent
“Better looking homes ... when building new homes the social housing always looks
more poor. You can always tell where the social housing is. So it puts us below
everyone else.” Online respondent
Stigma starts from a perception that people who live in social housing are labelled as
different. We do not want to reinforce that image which is why we no longer put up signs
that identify an estate as social housing and are working to ensure design does not reinforce
different tenure groupings. Clarion provides homes across multiple tenures, but our design
and service principles are universal. We treat all our residents fairly and equitably,
irrespective of the type of home they live in.
Twenty-five online respondents to our resident survey cited dealing with the media
portrayal of social tenants as a way to combat stigma, promoting positive stories about
social housing, discouraging the media from those negative stories, or indeed stop them
showing those negative programs.
“Use social media and positive statistics to dispel any attitudes towards social
housing residents.” Online respondent
“Get rid of this government and their media hacks and you might find the perception
changes without any other help.” Online respondent
“Perhaps perfectly ordinary hardworking families could be given as much TV time as
the other sort of tenant. Some of us do work and have perfectly respectable families.”
Online respondent
Stigma, either felt communally or individually, can arise from many different factors; some
that Housing Associations can take practical actions to counter such as ongoing
maintenance, some which are about respectful interactions to avoid residents being made
to feel uncomfortable. Clarion invests in making our neighbourhoods more safe, welcoming,
attractive and vibrant places to live. We have provided significant grants to help residents
run local projects in their communities so they can feel proud to live there. We are
supporting more than 70 community centres to be hubs in their communities, delivering a
huge variety of programmes; from sports and arts programmes on to new play areas,
allotments and community gardens.
We aim to build 50,000 homes over 10 years through large scale projects and this gives us
the opportunity to use intelligent place-making to create new, thriving mixed tenure

communities. Every community is unique and all our work is shaped by the needs and
aspirations of local people.
Applying good design and sensitive planning principles to developments can help.
Historically, social housing delivered under S016 agreements often saw social renters placed
in the least desirable, least valuable locations in new estates schemes. This treatment can
reinforce stigma. Building more tenure-neutral estates and avoiding controversial ‘poor
doors’ can help combat this.
As the Prime Minister recently stated, on new mixed-tenure developments the social
housing should not be tucked away behind the private homes, out of sight and out of mind.
There needs to be a sustained effort from both government and the media to change the
rhetoric about social housing. As such, we would like to outline our concern that this Social
Housing Green Paper, which is concerned with tackling stigma, could actually perpetuate it
by emphasising the benefits of home ownership over social housing (the wording of
Principle 5 strongly suggests this) without recognising that social housing is a desired tenure
for some people and not necessarily just a stepping stone to buying. It is important for
government to value all tenure types as fulfilling housing needs for different people.
The government could promote the fact that a high percentage of social housing residents
work, often providing key public services, from the NHS to the police, which we all rely on.
Peabody’s report, The Business Case for Affordable Housing, highlights the £15 billion
contribution to London's economy made by the residents of London's social housing in
2015. Hyde Housing’s recent research, The value of a social tenancy, highlights how social
tenancies contribute a considerable sum (almost £17K per household) to the UK economy in
terms of savings to local authorities and others.
39. What is needed to further encourage the professionalisation of housing management
to ensure all staff deliver a good quality of service?
Clarion is committed to professional development and training our staff to provide high
quality customer service. We are Platinum partners with the Chartered Institute of Housing
(CIH) who provide us with access to targeted and branded training programmes,
apprenticeships and qualifications.
However, in our experience it is more important for staff to demonstrate a customerfocussed attitude and a commitment to offering high quality customer service than a
particular skill set. This is at the heart of the Clarion Way program reinforcing positive staff
behaviours and forms a central part of our recruitment strategy.
40. What key performance indicator should be used to measure whether landlords are
providing good neighbourhood management?
Residents responding to the online survey and in our qualitative research were clear that
they, as the people who live there, are best placed to judge whether their landlord is
delivering good neighbourhood management. Good neighbourhood management can be
measured in an operational way (arrears levels, turnover of tenancies, cases of ASB
resolved, number and nature of contacts, investment in the community ) or in the outputs
that the neighbourhood and its occupants experience (perceptions of crime, levels of fuel
poverty, social value or social capital generated).

We support our residents’ view that neighbourhood management needs to keep them at
the centre of this process, so the key performance indicator should be based on their
satisfaction. According to our annual survey of 2,000 residents, 84% of our residents are
satisfied with their neighbourhood (Clarion Index 2018). To produce properly comparable
reporting across HAs, each organisation would need to sign up to a consistent methodology
as discussed in more detail at Q12. It is also important to note that many agencies play a
role in a successful neighbourhood and there may be multiple housing providers in a
neighbourhood, so collaboration with other organisations is vital to providing good
neighbourhood management.
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 already measure the social value we deliver and are happy to work with Government on
this. Clarion’s Social Value figures (£96M reported in our Annual report 2017/18) are based
on the HACT Social Value Bank. The Social Value Bank is a Treasury Green book approved
tool that Clarion Futures were instrumental in developing, and which is now being used
across the social housing sector. It provides a way to quantify a monetary value equating to
an individuals improved wellbeing arising from each community or regeneration
improvement or activity we deliver.
Social value is currently a non–mandatory measure on the sector scorecard and, if KPIs are
to be adopted, Clarion supports the inclusion of a social value KPI, perhaps as an extension
of the scorecard. However, as many social value outputs also reflect external agencies
contributions (such as Local Authorities) these need to be carefully considered to ensure
that where one or other party is not delivering, the other is not downgraded. Where other
agencies are involved, any HA KPI’s will need to interact with the ways that they are
regulated and expected to deliver.
Clarion delivers a wide variety of services which benefit not just our residents, but also the
wider community. We have the capacity and drive to deliver large scale and ambitious
national programmes including the following:
•

•

•

Employment and training: Free and open to all Clarion residents and the
communities in which they live. We offer a bespoke and highly personalised service,
providing a wide range of training and employment opportunities. Between April
2017 and April 2018, we supported 3,000 people into work, including more than 200
apprentices. Clarion Futures Jobs and Training is also the lead delivery partner for
Love London Working, a major employment programme funded by the European
Social Fund and managed by the Greater London Authority, open to all Londoners
aged over 16.
In-work support: we offer in-work support for a minimum of six months to help
ensure that people using our services to gain employment are equipped to sustain
their employment. We also support career development and help to address in-work
poverty.
Clarion Futures Money: We provide our residents help to manage their money more
effectively. This includes access to online banking, loans and savings products
through our national partner, Leeds Credit Union. For residents who find themselves

•

•

in need of additional support we also provide grants through our ‘hardship fund’,
often to help provide a positive start to a new tenancy.
Welfare reform support: We are helping residents adapt to welfare reform,
particularly the introduction of Universal Credit. For example, in the London Borough
of Bromley we are piloting new ways to help customers transition to Universal Credit
with the aim of minimising hardship as they move from legacy benefits to the new
system. Throughout the pilot we are adopting an ‘every contact counts’ nudge
approach, with staff on hand to help customers who are switching over to Universal
Credit to access support services if they need to. Lessons learned in Bromley will help
inform communications planning in the run up to mass migration to Universal Credit
which is expected later next year.
Energy: We provide targeted advice which includes providing information to help
residents reduce their energy costs, switch suppliers where this will make it cheaper,
support those who are struggling to pay their energy bills and provide personalised,
tailored advice for residents in vulnerable situations.

Our work in the wider community is not limited to employment support. The communities
team provide a national programme of support for all Clarion neighbourhoods including:
•

•
•
•
•

An extensive youth offer with our National & Community Ambassadors who are
supported to run projects in their local communities and build relationships with key
local stakeholders.
Extensive support for grass-roots voluntary sector agencies to help boost their
capacity to deliver locally.
Small grants to community groups to help fund accessible and much needed
activities to help residents come together and be healthier.
Working with external funders to co-create great community resources including
natural play spaces, food growing areas, and properly fit-for-purpose sports spaces.
A portfolio of 70 Community Assets which act as neighbourhood anchors helping
residents interact and access services.

It is beneficial for us as a landlord to do all these things - help residents into work or
training, improve their digital skills, help them manage their money and adapt to welfare
reform and provide energy advice - as this can lead to reduced rent arrears which supports
our business model as well as our charitable aims. While we are committed to providing
these services to residents and communities, we are concerned that as more agencies are
withdrawing their services, we are effectively stepping in without any additional resources.
42. How are landlords working with local partners to tackle anti-social behaviour? What
key performance indicator could be used to measure this work?
As an organisation working across over 170 Local Authority areas we work with many
different local partners to tackle anti-social behaviour (ASB). This might include joint police
patrols in ASB hotspots, working with the police to install forensic burglar deterrents and
attending local multi agency meetings. Multi agency meetings are where we look to jointly
use our resources and powers to address specific issues that occur in our communities. As a
result of these meetings we will often do joint visits with Environmental Health and the
police to the alleged perpetrators of ASB. This collaborative approach ensures we continue
to provide the best service we can to our customers.

We also engage in preventative measures – acting on local intelligence and working with
youth agencies to create a programme of sustainable positive opportunities for young
people and their families. This usually means dedicated youth outreach services (funded by
Clarion Futures) working with young people and engaging them through sports, creative arts
and other programmes, then signposting them onto relevant professional services (including
our Jobs & Training team, Social Services, and the local voluntary sector).
We do not currently have key performance indicators to measure this work although we are
in the process of implementing one across North London. As visibility, collaboration, good
up-to-date crime prevention intelligence and consistent local participation all underpin
successful ASB programmes one measure will require our tenancy specialist teams to
demonstrate an 80% attendance rate at a predefined list of community safety forums in the
area.
While we work with others and are committed to dealing with ASB, we do stress to
residents, that when there is criminal behaviour involved then the police must take the lead
as they have primary responsibility, skills and powers to intervene.
43. What other ways can planning guidance support good design in the social sector?
Planning guidance within the revised NPPF sets out the framework to support good design
by requiring that standards are the same regardless of tenure. A greater degree of
enforcement is needed to ensure the design intentions are not watered down between
granting planning permission and construction. While well designed homes and places
should not be more expensive (in fact good design should reduce cost in use, environmental
impact and maintenance costs), we do need to be sensitive to designing homes which are
affordable for people on a low budget to live in. Planning guidance could be more explicit
about the total cost to occupy a new home, and usefully have some say over the long-term
management of homes and the spaces surrounding them (similar to the management plans
required by the London Plan for high density homes). Guidance and resources within LA
planning teams will be needed if the mechanisms for design-led density are to be
successfully applied.
Many examples of popular tenure blind design exist and case studies and successful
precedents should be more widely publicised.
44. How can we encourage social housing residents to be involved in the planning and
design of new developments?
We asked residents if they would be interested in getting involved in local planning and
design in their area and nearly half (49%) said they would. Of those who did not want to, we
asked what might encourage them to get involved and where the answer was not, ‘nothing’
(47%) or ‘don’t know’ (33%) the most common answer was that they might be interested if
there would be a benefit to existing residents such as them being given the chance to move
into the new development. There was a general resentment towards helping design and
plan a great new development that they have no hope of ever living in.
While it wouldn’t be feasible for residents to be involved in planning and designing all new
developments, (nor appropriate if they are unlikely to be the community moving into or
affected by a new scheme, as the survey results show), we do encourage residents to be

involved in any infill housing or redevelopment of their estates. At the initiation of any
regeneration scheme we establish a resident steering group (RSG) to help steer the project
and ensure resident views inform the design and development of the scheme. At our Barne
Barton regeneration project in Plymouth the RSG has been involved in the earliest stages of
design and feasibility and actively inputted to all elements of the new scheme from parking
and play areas, to community facilities. In the London Borough of Merton, where we are
investing £1 billion regenerating three estates and building around 2,800 new homes, we
extensively consulted with residents on the design of the new homes. Our regeneration of
the Lavenders in the London Borough of Sutton, where we built 192 additional homes, is
also a positive example where project team meetings chaired by a resident from the RSG
ensured the community were fully involved.
Principle 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.
Certainty over grant funding gives Clarion flexibility in terms of tenure, particularly in terms
of enabling a balance between homes for social rented housing and for low cost
homeownership (such as shared ownership) or sale. Certainty over borrowing is crucially
important and other factors also need to be considered such as land availability,
construction materials and anticipated skills shortages post-Brexit.
The more sensitive rebalancing required is not the split between grant funding sub-market
housing to Housing Associations or HRA to LAs, but the overall rebalancing of investment in
social housing for rent against subsidies for homeownership. Unlike mainstream housebuilders, both HAs and LAs reinvest rents and any development profit back into their homes
and communities; providing many more associated social benefits to residents and the
community than private developers and landlords who extract value from the area.
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?
We are pleased that the Government recognises the significant role housing associations,
like Clarion, can play in increasing housing supply as we are uniquely placed to deliver largescale, high-quality developments on our own or in partnership. We welcome the Prime
Minister’s pledge of £2 billion of new funding, which will help us to build the types of
affordable homes that are desperately needed by families across the country over the longterm. We have already embarked on a major step-change in delivery, by more than doubling
our investment in new homes (£196 million in 2016/2017 to £427 million in 2017/2018). We
have moved away from buying homes from private house-builders to developing land at
scale in our own right or with partners, which has helped us to grow our current pipeline to
14,000 new homes as part of our longer-term aim of delivering 50,000 new homes in ten
years.
However, while longer term funding certainty is beneficial, there are other factors to
consider in terms of delivering additional affordable housing. Land value capture is the main

issue for housing associations. Government intervention here would be welcome as the
current system works in favour of the private developer. Unlike a housing association, the
private developer does not continue to invest in the area over the long term and deliver
ongoing value to the Treasury and local people through long-term lower rents. In the sale of
land – even public land - the added value that selling to a housing association brings is not
being counted; value is being assessed in a very short-sighted financial sense. We
understand the pressure on public bodies selling land to achieve the best value but it would
be helpful if it was made clear that value should be delivered over the long-term through
benefit to society as well as capital.
It is a lengthy process from buying land to completing building homes. It is important to be
able to access land at the right price, to be able to navigate through the planning system
and to have an effective supply chain. We agree with the observations made in the Interim
Report of the Letwin Review on the social housing sector’s ability to improve absorption
rates. A key way of increasing build out and absorption rate is by providing a wide variety of
homes of various tenures at different price points which is what Clarion does. The number
of planning consents that are not being built out is increasing (ONS live table 209/ UK
housing Review 2018). Some of this is due to permission being granted on plans that are not
actually deliverable, meaning investors continue to benefit from the increase in land value
while communities are denied the additional homes they need. As multi-tenure
developments lead to better absorption rates, any help from Government to accelerate and
support a multi-tenure approach would be welcome.
The question asked mentions the level of ‘affordable housing’, which now means many
things. Alongside other affordable tenures there remains a real need for more social rented
homes, but for these to be delivered, the proportion of grant per unit will need to increase.
Before embarking on the Affordable Rent programme, we decided to cap all rents at LHA
rather than maximise rents to 80% of market, as these were found to be largely
unaffordable in some high value areas. We have since been looking at various ways to
reduce some of our higher Affordable Rents to ensure they remain affordable to those living
in them. Affordable Rents were specifically designed to generate funding for development,
so reducing these would have a significant knock-on effect on our development capacity. At
the other end of the scale, Clarion has a number of homes where the rents are low in
relation to local incomes and, due to the early cessation of rent convergence, Clarion still
has a number of rents that are below target. For Clarion, a sensible option would be for
government to allow us to set our own rents within a rent envelope. This would enable us to
work towards a more equitable position where similar properties are charged at similar
rents and avoid any negative impact on our development programme.

48. How can we best support providers to develop new shared ownership products that
enable people to build up more equity in their homes?
Shared ownership is a way for people to take their first step onto the property ladder where
they could otherwise not afford to do so. It works very well, particularly when buyers have
a plan to staircase to full ownership from the outset. It is a tried and tested tenure that has

been supported by Clarion over the past forty years and in our experience it is a very
popular product - we sold approximately 500 units in the past year.
While we understand the appeal of a model where people can staircase more regularly and
in smaller steps, to do so in tiny increments (say less than 5% per step), could be
counterproductive. The administration and costs to buyers as well as organisations involved
in staircasing would increase. So while it would, in theory, become easier and cheaper
(although after multiple rounds of solicitor fees, perhaps less so) for Shared Owners to
increase their equity, it would be resource intensive and may impact on the capacity of HAs
to carry out other activities, such as building new homes or improving services to residents.
Government should work with providers to rationalise the range of shared ownership
products on offer. We suggest reducing the number of bespoke variations in shared
ownership would reinforce the existing well understood model which in the main works
well. Clarion normally offers customers a minimum of a 25% share which gives buyers a
good platform to staircase to 100% when they are ready. We are also looking at ways to
help those people who want to staircase, such as offering to cover certain costs (such as
solicitor fees) to help them financially.

