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Introduction 
The CCH is the national representative body for housing co-operatives and other forms of community controlled housing.  With a membership of about 170 community controlled housing organisations, the CCH has promoted community controlled housing since 1994 as a means of establishing sustainable communities, and has worked in partnership with Government and other bodies to develop practical methods to implement community controlled housing (in recent years most notably developing Community Gateway and Community land Trust models).  
In developing our response to the “Delivering Change through Involvement” paper, the CCH and the NFTMOs held a national seminar for housing association tenants on 28th February.  Entitled “Involving Tenants in Decision-Making”, the seminar was primarily an opportunity for housing association tenants to discuss the Corporation’s Involvement Policy.  It was attended by over 100 primarily tenant delegates from 34 Registered Social Landlord (see Appendix One), and it is estimated that over 100 more housing association tenants had been interested in attending the seminar.  We refer to the comments made at this seminar (referred to as the ITDM seminar) throughout this response.
We also note that we gave TAROE, the national representative body for tenants and residents organisations in England, the opportunity to comment on our submission. They are writing directly to Peter Dixon, the Housing Corporation Chair, to make a number of points, including that they support the contents of our submission.
Tenants, residents, customers?
Throughout this submission, we have referred to the word tenants on the understanding that the stakeholders we are referring to are the users of housing association services, which might include residents and communities, including tenants, leaseholders, freeholders and licensees.  Tenants at the ITDM seminar rejected the use of the word customer, and preferred the use of the word tenant as the primary user of association services, and a word that legally encompasses leaseholders and shared owners.  Whilst of course tenants do want good customer service, it is our experience that tenants usually do not like the word customer, in that it implies a passive consumer relationship and a level of choice that does not exist.
For further information on this submission, please contact:

Nic Bliss at Fairgate House, 205 Kings Road, Tyseley, Birmingham B11 2AA  info@cch.coop   07947 019287

	1   Government aspirations for the housing association sector


	Current debates about the involvement of tenants in part stem from the comments made David Miliband, the Communities Minister, at the 2005 National Housing Federation conference.  He said that:

· housing associations “need to share power & control with tenants”
· they should “put tenant involvement at the heart of their organisations”
· they should adopt “an ethos of mutuality, self-help & voluntarism”.  His reference to mutuality is particular significant.  On one level it refers to housing association tenants, staff and board members being equal partners in making housing associations successful.  On another level it refers to legal forms of tenant and community membership of housing associations

· stock transfer should be “a catalyst for community”, with the implication that developing community ought to be a useful outcome in any housing association

· the reason for all this was to make associations “more effective social businesses”.  
It is clear also that the Hill’s Review of the future of social housing, and the forthcoming Cave Review of housing association regulation, point towards greater tenant involvement in decision-making in the housing association sector.

Therefore, we would suggest that:

· a primary aim of the Corporation’s Involvement Policy needs to be to steer the sector towards the Ministerial vision of mutuality, self-help and voluntarism 

· the Housing Corporation’s review of its Involvement Policy needs to be seen as an important step in a changing housing association world.  The Corporation will need to further review its approach to resident involvement in the light of other changes.



	2   Individual consumers & collective community activity


	We are concerned that the Corporation’s statement that “most residents want to relate to housing associations as consumers” is a misrepresentation of the conclusions of the Tenant Involvement Commission report.  

Whilst tenants want good quality services, they want a relationship with their associations that “goes beyond normal customer service”.  The following conclusions are also important:
· despite the sample used to base the report’s finding being deliberately based on people who had not been involved in tenant or community activities previously (and therefore who would not have knowledge of opportunities that might be potentially available), the report concluded that some tenants do want to get “actively involved in decision-making”, and that “community is important to many tenants”.

· the report calls for a refreshed relationship between landlord and tenant “based on customer service, mutuality and business success.”  It is important that the Tenant Involvement Commission again echoed the importance of mutuality as an approach that brings tenants and other stakeholders together to ensure effective customer service and business success.

These conclusions supported previous research published by the National Housing Federation (Regional Futures & Neighbourhood Realities), which drew from the ESRC British Household Panel Study (2002), that concluded that living in a friendly community is the most important priority for a majority of the UK population in relation to where they would like to live, even more important than living in safe quiet areas.  This research suggests that established communities will take responsibility for tackling issues important to them, and implies that facilitating community activity should be a guiding principle behind any initiative to meet popular aspirations.

The Corporation’s over-emphasis of the consumer approach in the consultation paper may lead associations to think that they will satisfy the regulator if they respond to that side of involvement only.  Delegates at the ITDM seminar stressed the importance both of individual methods by which tenants can input their views and the need for collective tenant and community activity.  It is important to note that, dependent on how it is done and what questions are asked, information collected through surveys and other individual methods can actually be less representative of the tenant viewpoint than a collective approach.  



	3   The current situation


	The CCH is pleased to recognise that some Registered Social Landlords are doing good work to involve their tenants.  At the ITDM seminar, those tenants attending from co-operative, community based, and Community Gateway associations were all positive about their levels of involvement.  Some other tenant attendees referred to their associations introducing new involvement mechanisms relatively recently. 

However, there was a general view that “there is some way to go” before most associations will have placed tenant involvement at the heart of their activities.  ITDM delegates referred to:
· empowerment activities being inadequately resourced

· a cultural lack of understanding in the sector as to why associations should involve tenants (a problem also noted in the consultation paper); that associations often adopt a “tick box” approach in order to satisfy regulators

· difficulties of tenant empowerment being adopted at all levels in associations

· potential conflicts in Government policies towards tenant empowerment in associations with the housing association sector trend towards mergers and increasing sizes of associations.  Delegates did not consider that this trend lends itself to community based empowerment activities.

The failure of some associations to discuss the Corporation’s Involvement Policy with delegates prior to the ITDM seminar, and the consequent low levels of knowledge of it at the seminar were also illustrative.

There are definitely some good housing association staff, board members and tenants out there who are doing good work to empower tenants and communities.  We also acknowledge that generally the housing association sector has moved further towards community empowerment than the local authority housing sector (outcomes of the 2004 STATUS surveys showed that 41% of association tenants were not happy with their opportunities to participate, as opposed to 53% in the local authority sector).

However, in a democratic society, both of these statistics are too high.  A further conclusion to the Tenant Involvement Commission report was that housing associations are often perceived to be paternalistic in their approach to tenants, with a get what you are given culture, and the consultation paper notes that tenants are concerned that they will not be “involved in any kind of genuine or meaningful way”.  The overwhelming picture of most of the housing association sector continues to be at best a widespread lack of understanding as to why involvement will make associations effective social businesses, and at worst an institutional cultural intransigence towards allowing tenants to participate in decision-making.
The Housing Corporation as the sector’s regulator has a duty to lead sweeping cultural change, and to inspire associations and tenants with a bold vision of mutuality as set out by David Miliband.  Whilst the consultation paper acknowledges that some associations do not understand the importance of involving their tenants, the Involvement Policy needs to acknowledge clearly that most housing associations are some distance from where they need to be with regards tenant involvement.


	4   The Involvement Policy


	There was general support at the ITDM seminar that the Corporation’s Involvement Policy was a “step in the right direction”.  However, there was scepticism that the policy of itself will lead to the fundamental cultural change that is needed in the housing association sector.  In particular, tenant delegates felt that:

· the policy should emphasise more that tenant involvement should be at the heart of all housing association decision-making
· the policy lacks teeth.  In the words of one discussion group, there is “too much you may, not enough you will”.  The emphasis throughout the consultation paper on associations negotiating approaches with their tenants misunderstands the huge mismatch of power between tenants and associations, and in some cases, associations will decide their strategies with minimal tenant involvement.  Many of the innovation points at the end of the consultation paper should be requirements for associations (eg. balloting tenants on major changes to associations; tenant management and other community control options; exploring tenant membership)
· tenants should have legally based rights to be involved in decision-making, both in the governance of their association and in local neighbourhoods.  Delegates particularly considered that it should be a right that housing associations should support their tenants in setting up tenants associations, and expressed particular concern that it is unjust, inequitable and illogical that housing association tenants do not have the legal Right to Manage enjoyed by local authority tenants 
· tenants should have access to independent funding to enable them to be involved 
· the policy should refer to appropriate responsibilities for involved tenants (ie. particularly for them to be representative and accountable to other tenants) in return for their rights to get involved in decision-making
· the short paragraph in the consultation paper on how the policy should apply to large associations that own homes across several boroughs is not sufficient to deal with the major challenge of how to ensure that large associations are properly accountable to their tenants across the whole association, borough-wide, and in local neighbourhoods.  What we have learnt from history of local authority housing is that it is difficult to maintain community focus in large scale housing organisations in one borough, let alone regionally or nationally.
· the Corporation should fund more dissemination of best practice models directly to housing association tenants (eg. delegates at the ITDM seminar identified Community Gateway, TMOs and co-ops)
We would add the following further points:

· the policy does not tackle the cultural change that is necessary in housing associations.  If tenant involvement in decision-making is to be embedded into housing associations, there is a need for fundamental cultural change from Chief Executive and board level down to the frontline staff and tenants.  In particular, tenant-led training needs to be provided to senior staff to help them understand tenant and community empowerment and its purpose.

· that the tenant movement is weak in England has been highlighted as a concern by the National Consumer Council in their response to the Cave Review.  The Corporation should work with the existing three national tenant bodies (TAROE together with regional tenant federations, the CCH & the NFTMOs – we have referred to these groups below as the Tenant Movement) to enable a tenant-led voice for housing association tenants.  Our experience in arranging the ITDM seminar is that there are large numbers of association tenants who are keen to participate in a tenant-led debate about the future of the sector.  
· we are concerned that the expertise and experience of developing tenant and community involvement strategies in this country exists in a small number of agencies, and in some cases in housing associations (although rarely at senior levels).  The Housing Corporation needs to do more to work in partnership with these practitioners, nurturing and supporting this important asset.
· in particular, we note that the Involvement Policy refers to innovating in developing resident management and ownership models, which we welcome.  However, we are concerned that there are not enough incentives for associations to develop resident management and ownership organisations, and that the Corporation is not doing enough to learn from existing knowledge and experience and the existing models of resident management and ownership, including:

· housing co-operatives – some 30 years since most were developed (a remarkable record of sustainability for any community organisation), there are still a significant number of housing co-ops registered with the Housing Corporation, although some have struggled because they do not exist in an environment suited to them, and due to the limited amount of support and guidance available to them.  
· tenant management organisations – there are very few TMOs in the housing association sector, and most of those that do exist transferred over from local authorities.  We understand that the Corporation is seeking to develop a framework for housing association TMOs, but it is reinventing the wheel.  As yet no dialogue has been had with the tiny numbers of people who have had practical experience of setting TMOs up in housing association homes.
· Community Gateway – most of the Corporation’s areas for innovation are encompassed by the Community Gateway model, but the Corporation’s dialogue with the CCH as the originator of the model has been very limited.


	5   Involvement Policy – specific questions



	With regards the specific questions asked in the Delivering Change through Involvement paper, our responses are as follows:
What are your views regarding the proposal that associations with less than 1000 homes should be required to abide by the principles of the policy, but not subject to its detailed provisions?  What are your views regarding the proposal that non-registered organisations should abide by the principles of the policy?  What are your views regarding our proposed exemptions and flexibilities?  Are there other types of organisation that should have exemptions or flexibilities?
It was the view of delegates at the ITDM seminar that all housing associations and non-RSL housing providers should be required to involve their tenants in decision-making, and that they should all be required to have Involvement Statements and to consider how they will deal with the basic building blocks.  

However, it was considered that the Corporation should include more additional involvement requirements for larger regional and national housing associations to ensure that they engage with tenants in their local neighbourhoods and boroughs.  

We would also particularly point out that it is legally possible for tenants of charitable housing associations to be trustees and there are existing examples where this is the case.  If it is desirable for charitable housing associations to have tenant board members, they should be required to change their rules to permit this to happen.

What are your views regarding our proposal to widen the remit of the policy, while leaving it to residents, communities and housing associations to decide the correct focus of involvement?  What are your views regarding the right way to achieve outcome-focussed involvement while leaving the design and content of involvement statements open to negotiation between residents, communities and housing associations?
We agree that housing association’s involvement approaches should be widened to include community issues, and that associations should work in partnership with other community organisations to provide options for their tenants to engage on non-housing issues.  

However, we would highlight that the experience of Community Empowerment Networks, set up to engage the “community” with local authorities has been that:

a. the definition of “community” can often be misinterpreted and some people find their ways into “community” debates with little real community engagement 

b. the genuine community (ie. the people who live or in some cases work in neighbourhoods) often find it hard to compete with the “voluntary” sector

It may be a concern that a widened “community” approach may be misinterpreted to mean that associations, particularly those that are more comfortable working with professional organisations and struggle to engage with tenants, should take their “community” lead from unrepresentative people.

With regards the Corporation’s approach to leave the details of developing their involvement approaches to negotiation between associations and tenants, this approach is fine in theory.  In practice, it does not take account of the existing huge imbalance of power between tenants and their associations.  The Housing Corporation should work in partnership with the Tenant Movement to develop rigorous standards, and be prescriptive towards associations where necessary.  Our view is that the options set out in Section 6 below should all be available to housing association tenants, and unless the Corporation at least requires associations to consider these options with their tenants, many tenants won’t know they exist.
What are your views regarding the risks we identify?  Does our proposed approach define an effective framework for intervention where necessary?

The Corporation’s “light touch” approach to regulating on the Involvement Policy may be appropriate if the Cave Review results in a robust tenant-led framework of regulation.  In the Tenant Movement submission to the Cave Review, we set out our support for the development of Tenant Scrutiny Panels (see section 8), provided their methodology is led by the Tenant Movement, working in partnership with the National Housing Federation and the Corporation.  This approach should be developed as the means by which housing association tenants can trigger regulatory action if an association is not appropriately enabling its tenants to be involved in decision-making.
If this tenant-led approach to regulation is not developed appropriately, then we are concerned that the lack of teeth in the Corporation’s approach will lead to many associations continuing to pay lip service to involvement.

How can we best ensure that involvement is focused on outcomes? What are your views of the Housing Corporation’s specified outcomes?  Do the outcomes give a framework for effective involvement from which more specific local outcomes will be developed?  
The Corporation’s question about focusing on outcomes follows the quotation from the Tenant Involvement Commission report about tenants wanting to be involved in a genuine and meaningful way.  Demonstrating to tenants how their involvement has led to specific outcomes is only part of the way that tenants will feel that they are involved in a genuine and meaningful way.  What is more important is that tenants feel a sense of “ownership” over decision-making (particularly difficult decisions, where no specific “outcome” may be possible for economic or other reasons), and that there is an equal partnership between them and staff.

The measurement culture, the impact assessment approach and TPAS’s resident involvement evaluation approach may be useful.  However, it is important that associations are not encouraged to waste resources on a tick box measurement bureaucracy.  The reality is that even some of the outcomes listed in the consultation paper are very difficult to quantify and assess in a meaningful manner.  
Delegates at the ITDM seminar identified the following as potential outcomes (a similar set of outcomes to those set out in the consultation paper, although there was a strong emphasis on community outcomes):

· better and more appropriate services 

· value for money

· a greater sense of community and a better community environment to live in

· better informed tenants

· tenants feeling in control of decision-making about their lives

· benefits for those getting involved (eg. training, confidence building etc) which can also benefit the wider community (eg. through people becoming school governors or gaining employment)

· the involvement of everyone, including young people, black and minority ethnic communities, people with special needs, and people from sheltered housing
Having defined the outcomes, there is not a need for the Corporation to particularly stress equality of access and value for money (although both are important).  Highlighting the first suggests that the Corporation considers that tenants would choose to exclude particular groups (generally not the case in our experience).  Highlighting the second suggests that the drive behind the Involvement Policy is to reduce costs, particularly given that the consultation paper refers to how residents should think of involvement in terms of “how it creates demonstrable savings”.  Involvement produces the kinds of outcomes listed above, which might include using resources more effectively, and making savings.  Its purpose is not to cut costs.
What support would residents and associations want in deciding the level of resources effective involvement requires in their specific circumstances?  What other support would associations, residents, and/or communities welcome in preparing Involvement Statements?
Partially based on the responses provided at the ITDM seminar, we consider that the following are necessary:

· a systematic framework of rights for tenants to be involved (including a right for housing association tenants to be supported in setting up tenants associations and a housing association Right to Manage)

· clear guidance on the levels of resources that associations should provide to enable tenant and community empowerment.  We agree that there is an urgent need to provide benchmark figures.
· an independent Government funding source that housing association tenants can access akin to the Tenant Empowerment Grant framework available to local authority tenants

· clear best practice guidance that sets out what housing association tenants should expect their landlords to provide in terms of tenant and community empowerment

· tenant-led training for housing association senior staff

· more dissemination of best practice models (Co-ops, TMOs and Community Gateway were all particularly specified by ITDM seminar delegates) directly to housing association tenants 

· incentives for housing associations to explore community led management and ownership models

· a tenant-led resource to provide support to tenants and associations to resolve problems

· a requirement that all associations review their key service policies with tenants every two to three years

Is the basic building block approach helpful in clarifying our expectation in respect of resident involvement?  Have we picked the right basic building blocks?

We agree that there should be basic building blocks that all associations are required to comply with.  As above, we are concerned that some of the building blocks specified rely on negotiation between tenants and their associations, and again we suggest that the mismatch of power between tenants and their associations will mean that some options that ought to be available to tenants will not be.

We are also concerned that the following other aspects are not referred to sufficiently:

· local community & neighbourhood activity – whilst building blocks 8 & 10 touch on this area, their presentation suggest that they may be optional.  It is critical to the development of significant tenant involvement that engagement with tenants includes the issues that matter to them, often not directly the association’s issues.  Housing associations have received large amounts of public money, and as a consequence own the most substantial community asset in many neighbourhoods.  Therefore they have a duty to work with other partners to facilitate local community activity, involvement and empowerment.

· mutuality – we are pleased that the consultation paper refers to the mutuality that David Miliband and the Tenant Involvement Commission highlighted, and that it suggests that associations should consider tenant membership.  The sense of ownership that could stem from tenant membership could play a major role in enabling tenants to feel that they are being involved in a genuine and meaningful way (as it is beginning to do in Preston Community Gateway, and as it has done in most housing co-ops).  The Corporation has done very little work to explore the role that tenant membership of housing associations could play, and the sector has negative perceptions due to it being inappropriately applied.  Our view is that as a minimum, associations should be required to consider tenant membership with their tenants, and that the Corporation should commission research into the area by an organisation that understands membership principles.


	6   Methods of involving tenants in decision-making


	Our view is that all the options for engagement set out below should be available to housing association tenants:

Neighbourhood collective engagement

· regular community options studies to generate a neighbourhood based vision for how local communities want to engage with housing and other service providers

· informal collective engagement in neighbourhoods

· partnership working with recognised local tenant and community groups that are supported by the housing association
· formal service delivery agreements with local groups 

· tenants taking responsibility for service delivery through tenant management

· where possible, through transfer of ownership to local community organisations such as tenant co-operatives

· any other appropriate method of neighbourhood collective engagement

Wider collective engagement

· engagement with democratically accountable association and/or borough wide tenant groups or federations

· the establishment of formal and legal tenant groups working with association boards, such as in the new Community Gateways 

· tenant and community membership of associations, preferably with a tenant majority as in Community Gateways, where tenants are encouraged to see themselves as the collective owners of the association and its guardians for future generations of tenants

· tenant board membership, particularly where tenant board membership is linked to the wider tenant constituency

· tenant groups that represent particular interests, such as sheltered housing groups, leaseholder groups, Black & Minority Ethnic Groups etc 

· Tenant Scrutiny Panels, provided they are themselves accountable to and representative of the tenant constituency and provided they have proper support and guidance to carry out their role

· any other method of wider collective engagement
Individual methods of engagement

· carrying out tenant surveys

· using focus groups to discover tenant opinion

· using mystery shopping exercises

· using complaints procedure as a positive tool to improve services

· carrying out tenant roadshows

· using particular methods to engage with hard to reach groups

· using any other method to determine tenant views



	7   Resident Board Membership


	There were extensive discussions at the ITDM seminar on the proposal to require all associations to have a minimum of one resident board member.  It was strongly felt that this proposal of itself would have a minimal effect, with delegates feeling that:

· the proposal is tokenistic

· the proposal will be even more meaningless if the one tenant board member is handpicked by the association

· there should be a requirement for at least a third tenant board members for all associations

· there should be a requirement for proper training/support for tenant board members

· tenant empowerment is about having a proper involvement structure and strategy rather than how many tenant board members there are

· a minimum of one tenant board member will particularly have no useful impact in large merger housing association group structures

· as noted in the consultation paper, the proposal requires that the Housing Corporation contributes strongly to resolving the problem of payments to tenant board members in receipt of benefits

One delegate specifically asked if the Housing Corporation is prepared to lead by example by opening its tenant board member position up to elections.
This issue is confused.  Whilst of course we welcome tenant involvement in governance, the minimum of one tenant board member proposal is a sticking plaster that will make little significant contribution to tenants feeling genuinely involved in decision-making in their housing associations.  

The confusion on this issue is illustrated by four particular points:

· presumably because for some associations with less than 250 homes it might be difficult to find a tenant prepared to be a tenant board member, the Corporation is forced into making the strange suggestion that resident perspectives are not necessary if an association has less than 250 homes
· we agree that tenant board members need to fulfil their directorial responsibilities.  But there is an inherent conflict between suggesting that holding elections for tenant board members will play a major part in an association’s involvement approach whilst requiring that untrained and unskilled tenants should prove their board suitability before they can even stand as candidates 

· the lack of consideration of how tenant board members relate to the wider tenant constituency especially given that they are required to be independent of that constituency whilst fulfilling their board duties (an issue that has been particularly considered in Community Gateways) makes this proposal even more meaningless

· and whilst we welcome that the Corporation has had dialogue with the Department of Works and Pensions on the issue of the tax and benefit issue, the failure to resolve this issue further invalidates the proposal.


	8   Tenant Scrutiny Panels


	TAROE, the CCH and the NFTMOs in their joint response to the Cave Review have called for a Tenant Movement led approach to developing Tenant Scrutiny Panels.  

Views at the ITDM seminar were mixed about Tenant Scrutiny Panels as follows:

· some considered that Tenant Scrutiny Panels could be an effective way forward
· some were concerned that, like having one tenant board member, Tenant Scrutiny Panels could be tokenistic if not set up with power and appropriate accountability to all association tenants.  There was concern that many housing associations would accept lighter touch regulation, but would ignore the Tenant Scrutiny Panel.
· some pointed to the ineffective nature of local authority housing scrutiny panels

· some particularly pointed to a need for there to be sanctions that Tenant Scrutiny Panels should be able to initiate tenant ballots on changes of management providers if the association’s performance was found inadequate
Our view is that our joint proposal to the Cave Review would deal with the concerns raised if implemented, and that Tenant Scrutiny Panels could be a useful way forward.



	9   Our vision for the housing association sector


	Our vision for the future of the housing association sector, which we set out in our response to the Cave Review, is as follows:

· as well as being able to input their views individually, all tenants should be able to collectively play a part in governance and decision-making of their landlords (in the case of larger landlords, both across the organisation as a whole, and regionally and borough-wide as appropriate).  There should be a comprehensive and genuine approach to tenant and community engagement in all associations, where tenants are leading players in the formative stages of policies and strategies.

· tenant empowerment activities should be built into the central fabric, culture and core of associations, (and where possible in an association’s constitution).  Associations should take an ongoing, pro-active and systematic approach to encourage tenants to get involved in decision-making.

· housing association boards should seek to govern on the basis of what their tenants want – and should usually only make decisions in the knowledge of tenants views and aspirations.  Associations should not be able to fundamentally change their legal structure or management arrangements without an independently run ballot of their tenants, where tenants, supported by independent advice, are provided with all the relevant information over a sufficient time period to enable widespread tenant understanding of proposed changes (particularly demonstrating how the change would be in tenants interests).  

· associations should adopt a cultural approach where tenants are encouraged to see themselves as the associations owners and guardians for future generations, becoming equal and valued partners in all aspects of the association.  All members of staff should participate in the association’s tenant empowerment approach – led by the association’s board and senior members of staff

· locally tenants should be enabled to make decisions about their neighbourhoods and should be proactively offered a wide range of opportunities to get involved in decision-making (a range that should include opportunities for tenants to take responsibility themselves for service provision through tenant management or community ownership)

· given their substantial publicly funded community assets, associations should play lead and pioneering roles to ensure that other potential partners to local communities (ie. the local Council, the police, schools etc.) work to facilitate local community decision-making 

· sufficient resources need to be provided to build, develop and sustain tenant empowerment




Appendix One

Registered Social Landlords represented by their tenants at the ITDM seminar

· Accord Housing Association

· Adullam Homes

· Birmingham Co-operative Housing Services

· Breedon Co-operative

· Castle Vale Community Housing Association

· Cotman Housing

· Friendship Care & Housing

· Gloucestershire Housing Association

· Green Dragon Lane Housing Co-operative

· Greenfields Community Housing (in the process of transfer)

· Home Group

· Knightstone Housing Association

· Leicester Housing Association

· Lenches Trust

· Magna West Somerset Housing Association

· Metropolitan Housing Trust

· New Progress Housing Association

· Orbit Housing Association

· Paddock Housing Co-operative

· Paradigm Housing Group

· Pioneer Housing Co-operative

· Preston Community Gateway Association

· Redditch Co-operative Homes

· Riverside Housing Co-operative

· Rooftop Group

· Severnside Housing

· Solon South West Housing Association

· St Peters Housing Association

· Trident Housing

· 20/20 Housing Co-operative

· Waterloo Housing Association

· Watford Community Housing Trust (in the process of transfer)

· Watmos Community Homes
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