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About the G15 

The G15 is the group of London’s largest housing associations. Our members house one in 

ten Londoners and own or manage more than 600,000 homes across the country. We’re 

independent, charitable organisations and all the money we make is reinvested in building 

more affordable homes and delivering services for our residents. Each G15 member is 

different, but we’re all striving towards the same goal – to solve the capital’s housing crisis and 

improve the lives of Londoners. 

https://g15.london/ 
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The G15 welcomes the opportunity to comment on the final draft of the new NHF Code of 

Governance. G15 members are broadly very supportive of the new code, which simplifies 

the principles of good governance while also providing greater clarity about putting those 

principles into practice. We especially welcome the increased prominence of resident focus 

and the related areas of transparency, trust, and resident engagement, as well as the 

greater focus on equality, diversity, and inclusion.   

 

1. Are there any areas of the code you think are unclear? 
 

There are two separate points which it would be clearer and more logical to bring together. 

1.7(3) states a requirement for a three yearly review of mechanisms for accountability: 

“Opportunities and information are provided for residents and other customers independently 

to scrutinise the work of the organisation and to hold it to account, and the board reviews 

these at least every three years to ensure that they remain fit for purpose.” 

The requirement of a three yearly review is stated separately in 3.9(2). 3.9(1) contains a list 

of areas that this review should cover, but the list does not include mechanisms for 

accountability. In practice, it will be most efficient to conduct three yearly reviews which 

cover everything in the list in 3.9(1), as well as mechanisms for accountability, so as to 

satisfy 1.7(3). This means it would be sensible to include mechanisms for accountability in 

the list in 3.9(1).  

The list in 3.9.(1) does already include “Effectiveness of decision-making, including how the 

views and needs of key stakeholders including residents, other customers and the workforce 

have informed decisions”. While this is similar to accountability, we do not consider it 

equivalent.  

 

Sections 1.5 and 1.6, on integrity and conflicts of interest, respectively, contain identical sub-

sections (1)-(3). The repetition of these sub-sections under different headings makes it 

unclear whether one and the same set of activities would be enough to cover both areas, i.e. 

to ensure integrity and to avoid conflicts of interests. If the same set of activities would cover 

both areas, we propose combining these points in some way.  

 

Finally, section 1.7 states: “the board operates openly and transparently, and demonstrates 

accountability to key stakeholders including residents, other customers, partner statutory 

bodies, and its workforce.” We would appreciate clarification on the meaning of the term 

“other customers” here.  

 

2. Is there anything significant missing from the code that we should consider 

adding? 
 

While finding the new code generally clear, we would repeat the suggestion from our 

response to the stage 1 consultation, that the Code would benefit from more detailed 

examples indicating what the required outcomes may look like in practice.  
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In relation to section 1.3, we would like to see a general requirement for housing 

associations to engage with their suppliers on equality, diversity, and inclusion. This could 

involve the use of equality impact assessments or similar tools to assess the performance of 

suppliers with contracts over a certain value or of a certain type.  

 

Finally, we would also reiterate the importance of the concept of mutual stewardship as 

outlined in our response to the stage 1 consultation. We consider it appropriate to require 

housing associations to engage in some sort form of tenant charter to ensure residents 

understand landlords’ expectations of them, as a means of achieving true mutual 

stewardship of social housing assets.  

 

3. Is there any reason why your organisation would not be able to adopt the 

code? 
 

No.  

 

4. Are there any areas of the code where you believe further guidance or 

supporting documentation would be useful to support implementation? 
 

G15 members have asked for further guidance on the following areas: 

• Section 2.5(2): “The board at least annually receives a report on organisational 

culture and whether it is aligned with the organisation’s mission and values; where 

required it seeks assurance that any necessary corrective action has been taken.” 

What types of assurance that necessary corrective action has been taken might a 

board seek to obtain?  

• Section 3.4(6): “Where board members are elected by a shareholding membership, 

the shareholders are supported and informed to play their proper constitutional role in 

the election of board members.” Could additional guidance be provided to outline the 

support shareholders may require? 

• Section 4.1(3): “The organisation’s external auditors are independent and effective, 

and their appointment is reviewed at least every six years.” Can clarification be 

provided on whether the maximum six year review is considered to be a time limit for 

replacing the external auditors, or for reviewing their performance with the option to 

continue as the service provider beyond the six year period? Is there any additional 

guidance or support the NHF can provide to increase the pool of external auditors 

which can be used?  

• Section 4.4(3): “The board publishes an annual statement setting out its approach to 

compliance and internal control.” Does the annual statement from the board on 

compliance and internal control need to be a specific and separate published 

report, or will inclusion as part of the published financial accounts be sufficient to 

comply with this requirement?  
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5. Are there any other observations you wish to make? 
 

We have one concern regarding section 4.5: “Confidential concerns: There are clear and 

well publicised arrangements for members of staff and others associated with the 

organisation to raise confidential concerns with a designated member of the board (other 

than the chair), and for these to be dealt with through proportionate and independent 

investigation as necessary.”  

The specification of a designated member of the board for confidential concerns is a 

departure from the current Code of Governance, which merely requires that effective 

mechanisms for raising confidential concerns are in place and set out in a whistleblowing 

policy. We find that such mechanisms are sufficiently effective when the first point of contact 

for a confidential concern is a manager or executive. We therefore consider the introduction 

of a designated board member for confidential concerns unnecessary.  

We also believe that this proposal has certain downsides: the designated board member 

may be less frequently available to respond to confidential concerns than managers and 

executives, and may require training in how to respond to these concerns (which may be 

highly sensitive). The fact that this board member would be the only member with a specific 

role (other than the Chair) also suggests it may be appropriate for the designated board 

member to be paid more than others.  

We propose removing the reference to a designated board member from this section, and 

adding that there should be effective procedures for reporting high-level data about 

confidential concerns to board members (e.g. the number and general nature of the 

concerns raised).  

 

We would also appreciate greater clarity about the timeframes for the transition to the new 

code. Since the new code is due to be launched in November 2020 this will have 

implications for evidencing compliance in the middle of a financial year. Would the 

expectation be that those who adopt the new code from November will have to evidence 

compliance with two versions of the code for that financial year, or would the new code take 

precedence and be retrospectively applied for the full 2020/21 financial year? In addition, 

would members be expected to adopt the new code with effect from November 2020, or can 

members still operate with the previous 2015 code until boards decide they are ready to 

make the change? 
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For more information, please contact: 

Michael Thorne, Research and Policy Analyst, Network Homes 

michael.thorne@networkhomes.org.uk  

 

September 2020  

 

 

 

mailto:michael.thorne@networkhomes.org.uk

