Community Gateway / Community Mutuals 

‘Community Gateway’ and ‘Community Mutual’ are just stock transfer with a fancy wrapper. A ‘Community Gateway’ organisation has various cosmetic promises written into the constitution while in a ‘Community Housing Mutual Model’ all tenants will automatically become shareholders. Wild claims are made that this will empower tenants but there’s no basis for them. The key thing about any registered social landlord is the fact that they borrow money from the banks – no amount of rhetoric about community involvement is going to take away the control that lenders have and the way that affects the culture of an RSL.

	“housing associations [behave] increasingly like private sector organisations ‘property-driven’ and managing stock as an asset to maximise returns

…stock transfer associations [are] more customer-focused and more consumerist.

…While tenant board members may perceive themselves and be perceived as representatives, formally their accountability is to shareholders, funders and the regulator as individual and corporate members of the board, primarily an upward accountability.

…boards were subject to processes of manipulation, screening and institutionalised pre-emption … hapless and manipulated by chief executives and other executive directors.” 

Changing Boards, Emerging Tensions by Liz Cairncross, Oxford Brookes University (Paper presented to the Housing Studies Association Conference, Spring 2004)


  

Giving tenants 'shares' in the company won't make any difference. Shareholders in an ordinary commercial company get to elect the whole board so they can replace the board if they don't like the way its run – but not tenants in a community mutual. They will only have the right to elect the tenant board members. One of the most ironic things about this so-called co-operative model is that after transfer, whatever fancy wrapper is put on the RSL - the 'right to manage', the right to set up a Tenant Management Co-operative on an estate, is lost.

	“tenant management organisations, ownership co-operatives, and resident-controlled housing associations, [are] organisations that tend to operate at a small scale, typically up to 500-1,000 homes…The scale of Community Mutuals to be created is therefore considerably larger than the scale of housing co-operatives.”

“decisions may be made autonomously by… professionals, with reference to a schedule of delegated authority approved by the board… even though the housing will be ‘owned’ by the tenants, board and management procedures will not vary significantly from that of an RSL which has a tenant participation remit. Therefore, the CHMM may not offer significantly greater participation for tenants”

“one of the central principles of the cooperative movement, [is] that of open and voluntary membership…. the CHMM in contrast is an externally derived process of participation, which emerges from a national policy rather than local motivation. To use conventional terminology, most co-operative housing schemes emerge from a ‘bottom up’ process in contrast to the ‘top down’ nature of the CHMM…. The CHMM supposes a first-stage transfer which is largely similar to other LSVTs. This effectively involves the imposition of a co-operative framework (albeit with a tenant vote required to legitimise the transfer), rather than this emerging as a local response to perceived need…”
“The CHMM rule set (Cobbetts Solicitors 2002) notes that tenants would not, on their own, be able to amend the constitution…The CHMM rule set limits the potential of tenant control of the key decision-making process, by stating that no resolution can be passed by a majority of tenant board members. Consequently, the power of tenants is limited by the board structure”

”Housing, Mutuality and Community Renewal: a review of the evidence and its relevance to stock transfer in Wales”, Welsh Assembly Government Sep 2004



