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Executive Summary 
 

Research carried out by the People’s Audit has highlighted the culture of secrecy surrounding 

Lambeth council’s controversial property development company Homes for Lambeth (HFL). 

 

During our annual inspection of Lambeth council’s accounts, Lambeth has consistently 

refused to provide us any information regarding monies that HFL has spent. Despite HFL 

being 100% council owned, Lambeth claims that HFL is a private company that is exempt 

from public audit.1 This is certainly a breach of the spirit of the public audit legislation, if not 

the letter. 

 

In 2021-2022 alone, Lambeth council handed over more than £32M to HFL.2 Yet as 

taxpayers we are not allowed to know how a single penny of this money has been spent. 

 

From our investigations we discovered: 

 

• Lambeth operates an “open chequebook” policy when dealing with HFL. 

• HFL has effectively “gone rogue”, with Lambeth taking a hands-off approach to 

managing it. We discovered worrying gaps in HFL’s governance and procurement. 

• HFL has failed to meet over 90% of the targets set in its annual business plans. 

Despite this, successive business plans have been signed off by Lambeth with little or 

no effective scrutiny. 

• Despite having only built sixteen homes in the first five years of its existence, HFL 

has a spiralling wage bill, with the chief executive earning £188,700 per annum. This 

is more than the chief executive of Lambeth council, to whom she is accountable. 

After the sudden departure of HFL’s chief executive, Lambeth has tried to shore up 

HFL by giving an existing Lambeth council staff member a pay rise of nearly £52,000 

to fill in as interim CEO. 

• Lambeth has carried out no financial audits of HFL since at least 2019. 

• Lambeth has been paying for services provided by consultants which should have 

been paid for by HFL. 

 

Governance 
 

Whilst we were not able to look at the figures we would have liked to during our annual 

inspections, we have been able through further investigation to get some insight into 

Lambeth’s lack of control of HFL. We discovered, for example: 

 

• There is no effective cost control over what HFL is spending. It would be normal 

procedure when dealing with a supplier to agree a lump sum for the services to be 

provided in order to give cost certainty. However, Lambeth does not do this with 

HFL. There is merely a budget put in place and money is handed over to HFL.3 

Whilst Lambeth claims that the budgets are monitored, the absence of any formal 

control measures means that Lambeth has limited ability to control overspends.  

• Lambeth was unable to provide us with any bench-marking exercises to demonstrate 

that the services that HFL is providing are value for money.4 
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• There is no mechanism in place for Lambeth to recover costs from HFL for any errors 

that HFL may make. This means that taxpayers pick up the bill for any of HFL’s 

errors or programme slippage. This would not be the case if Lambeth employed a 

project management company, where there would be a contract in place. 

• Lambeth has not carried out any financial audits of HFL in since at least 2019.5 

 

The Annual Business Plan 
 

Nowhere is Lambeth’s lack of scrutiny of HFL more apparent than in its approval of HFL’s 

business plan. 

 

Every year Lambeth council is required to approve HFL’s business plan. The council’s 

Ownership and Stewardship Panel (OSP) is tasked with, amongst other matters, “Oversight of 

the formulation and delivery of the Business Plan for the HFL Group”6 and “internal 

reporting, scrutiny, monitoring and accountability of the HFL Group, on behalf of the 

Council, which acts on behalf of the citizens of Lambeth.”7 

 

Lambeth council’s approval of HFL’s business plan commits millions of taxpayers’ money. 

Yet meeting minutes show that the panel took just 10 minutes to sign off the business plan for 

2020-2023.8 The chair of the committee, Councillor Matthew Bennett, subsequently claimed 

on Twitter that the decision to sign off the business plan was made so quickly because the 

committee had spent “months of in-depth work on draft versions and a lot of time spent going 

through the plan in advance of that meeting. Sign of good preparedness that formal meetings 

can agree swiftly.”9 

 

However, FOI requests to Lambeth and HFL show that there was no correspondence between 

the members of the panel and HFL in the two months preceding the sign off of the business 

plan.10 When asked how many meetings took place between the panel and HFL, Lambeth’s 

response was “Several briefings were held in the period leading to the consideration of (what 

became) the Cabinet Member Delegated Decision Report regarding the HFL Delivery and 

Corporate Plans.  Some briefings were held with individual cabinet members who had raised 

questions, others were with the cabinet and including all members that also sit as members of 

the OSP…… Minutes are not taken for briefings”.11  

 

We also asked to see any correspondence between HFL and Lambeth council officers 

regarding the business plan. This request was rejected on the basis that it would take too long 

to find the information.12 Even after we refined our request to see correspondence with just 

two officers, the request was rejected.13 

 

Further FOI requests revealed that as well as there being no paper trail, there was no evidence 

of any challenges being made to the business plan. Lambeth was unable even to tell us on 

what dates briefings were held and what questions might have been asked verbally of HFL.14 

Furthermore, both HFL and Lambeth claimed that they didn’t have copies of any of the draft 

business plans that were presented prior to formal sign off.15  
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So a decision to commit tens of millions of pounds of taxpayers’ money was made, yet there 

is no paper trail as to how the business plan was formulated or what, if any, questions were 

asked about it. 

 

HFL has consistently failed to meet the targets set in its business plans ever since the first 

business plan was produced in 2018, with over 90% of the targets being missed (Refer to 

Appendix 1). As an illustration of this, Table 1 below shows the number of houses HFL 

should have completed by now, according to the 2018 business plan, compared to the actual 

number of houses completed: 

 

Table 1. Forecast number of homes to be completed vs actual 

 

 
Note: Figures based on HFL 2018 business plan page 21.16 Figures exclude S106 

projects which were delivered by developers, not HFL. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sites

Forecast of units due 

to be completed 

March 2022

Practical Completion 

dates identified

Actual units 

completed by 

March 2022

Comments

Knights Walk 84 2021/2022 16

Phase 1 (16 Units) completed 

early 2022, two years later than 

identified in the business plan

Westbury 30 2021/2022 0 Works not started on site

South Lambeth 30 2020/2021 0

Phase 1 (30 units), likely to be 

completed late 2022, almost 

two years late. A further 198 

units are due to be complete by 

2022/2023. These units have 

not started on site

Hemans 22 2020/2021 0 Works not started on site

Patmos 35 2020/2021 0 Works started early 2022

Orsett Street 25 2020/2021 0 Works not started on site

Total 226 16
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Table 2 below shows how many homes HFL should have on site by now compared to how 

many they actually have on site. 

 

Table 2. Forecast number of homes started on site vs actual 

 

 
Note: Figures based on HFL 2018 business plan page 18.17 Figures exclude S106 

projects which were delivered by developers, not HFL. 

 

It should be noted that for some of the larger regeneration schemes identified above, work 

would not have a start on site for 100% of the units. However, the table above is still 

indicative of HFL’s failure to deliver. Many of the schemes highlighted above are still years 

away from even receiving planning permission. 

 

Lambeth’s ultimate safety net should be its overview and scrutiny committee, which is tasked 

with “overseeing and scrutinising the whole range of the Council’s functions and 

responsibilities”.18 However, this committee has not overturned any decisions made by 

Lambeth’s cabinet since at least 2006.19 This pattern of behaviour was repeated when HFL’s 

2020-2023 business plan was referred to the committee in 2020. Despite being presented with 

evidence that HFL had failed to meet over 90% of its targets in its two previous business 

plans (Refer to Appendix 1), the business plan was waved through with little dissent. The 

Sites

Forecast of units 

started on site or 

completed by 

September 2022

Potential Start on site 

identified

Actual units 

started on site or 

completed by 

September 2022

Comments

Knights Walk 84 2018 16 Units completed early 2022

South Lambeth 362 2018 30

30 units on site-likely to be 

completed by end of 2022

Westbury 270 2020 0

Central Hill 1000 2019 0

Demolition only on 

Truslove House. 31 units to 

be built. Site has been 

vacant several months-

start on site date unknown. 

Nr of units identified in 

business plan as between 

800 and 1,200-average 

taken 

Cressingham Gardens 464 2019 0

Fenwick 800 2020 0

Hemans 22 2018 0

Patmos 35 2018 31

Works commenced early 

2022

Carmelita 20 2019 0

Orsett Street 25 2018 0

Fitch Court 250 2020 0

Hydethorpe Road Not identified 14

Works commenced mid-

late 2021

Total 3332 91
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committee approved the business plan even though they were refused access to financial 

information on the basis that this was commercially sensitive.20  

 

The Teckal exemption, procurement and transparency 
 

When a council sets up an “in-house” company, such as HFL, it is required by law to comply 

with certain stipulations in order to demonstrate that it is not potentially engaged in anti-

competitive behaviour. This is known as the “Teckal exemption”.21  

 

One of the tests that Lambeth is required to pass is that the council “exercises a decisive 

influence over both strategic objectives and significant decisions”.22 In practice this means 

that Lambeth should have the same level of control over HFL as it would over one of its own 

departments.  

 

However, this is not happening. We discovered that HFL is overriding council procedures (as 

well as industry good practice) when it comes to governance, procurement and award of 

contracts. For example: 

 

• FOI requests have revealed that HFL does not produce procurement strategies. This is 

an industry standard document that outlines how a project will be procured. 

Procurement strategies are mandatory for Lambeth’s own departments.23 

• FOI requests also showed that HFL did not have a contract in place with their 

community consultation company Thorncliffe/Your Shout.24 We tried to elicit further 

detail on the tender process from HFL. HFL refused to provide the information on the 

basis of commercial confidentiality.25 This was despite us advising them that the 

Information Commissioner had already ruled in our favour on an identical issue 

regarding the new Lambeth town hall. When the Information Commissioner ruled in 

our favour and Lambeth was forced to provide us with the information, it became 

apparent that there was no formal tender process. Tenders were submitted to one 

person in HFL, who has now left. This is a breach of Lambeth’s Standing Orders, 

which state: “All tenders must be opened by a minimum of two Officers”.26 It also 

became apparent when we reviewed the information that after the initial tenders were 

submitted the scope of services was changed by HFL, yet Thorncliffe/Your Shout was 

the only tenderer asked to price these changes. 

• We came across similar challenges when we asked to see the tenders for the 

appointment of the architects Conran in relation to the Cressingham Gardens/Ropers 

Walk development. Once again HFL refused to provide the information and yet again 

we had to refer the matter to the Information Commissioner, who ruled in our favour. 

When we received the information, we found some worrying flaws in the 

procurement process. Once more the tenders were submitted to one person, who has 

now left HFL. Whereas all the other tenderers provided detailed submissions with 

their tender, Conran was awarded the contract on the basis of nothing more than an 

exchange of e-mails. This e-mail exchange was initiated after all the other tenderers 

had submitted their tenders, which leaves HFL wide open to allegations of corruption. 
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• It would be normal practice for large contract awards to be approved by Lambeth’s 

cabinet member.27 This does not happen with HFL, so we have no idea who signs off 

HFL’s contracts. 

• It is standard council practice for contract awards and budget increases to contracts to 

be made publicly available on Lambeth’s website so that councillors and members of 

the public have sight of decisions that are being made and the rationale behind them. 

However, this does not happen with HFL. The public and councillors do not have 

sight of any of the contract awards that HFL makes. 

• It is a legal requirement28 that all public bodies must issue what is called a “standstill 

letter” before awarding a contract in order to give unsuccessful tenderers the chance 

to challenge the decision. We asked to see copies of the standstill letters that HFL had 

issued in relation to two of the larger projects, Knights Walk and South Lambeth 

estates. HFL refused this request on the basis that the information was commercially 

confidential. Even when we asked to see the letters with commercially confidential 

information removed, HFL still refused.29 It is hard not to come to the conclusion that 

these letters were never sent. Years after the contracts were let at Knights Walk and 

South Lambeth estate, residents on the Central Hill estate were told that the award of 

a contract was on hold as a standstill letter needed to be sent and that “The team at 

HFL were hoping that they wouldn’t need to observe this but have just been advised 

that it is good practice to be in line with public procurement guidance.”30 It seems that 

HFL has only recently woken up to the fact that they are required by law to issue 

standstill letters. 

• In a further example of how secretive the workings of HFL are, a Bevan Brittan report 

commissioned by Lambeth31 refers to a “Joint Approvals Board” (JAB), which is 

apparently “an informal non-decision group made up of senior officers and executives 

from HFL”. The JAB is not mentioned anywhere in the Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU)1 between Lambeth and HFL and none of its meetings are made 

public. We can only guess what its exact role is. The Bevan Brittan report 

recommends that the JAB is removed in its current form as there “is a risk of greater 

bureaucracy and compromised clarity of control, oversight and accountability.” The 

important point is that it is hard to comment on its effectiveness when the general 

public and councillors have no idea what the JAB is or what it discusses. 

 

The only time when the general public get to see HFL’s procurement in action is in relation 

to the appointment of its auditors. Under the terms of the MOU between Lambeth and HFL, 

the appointment of the auditors needs to be approved by Lambeth’s corporate committee.32 A 

report was presented to the corporate committee in 2021, which recommended appointment 

of the auditors.33 However, this report revealed some serious flaws in the procurement and 

governance process: 

 

a) Only two tenders were received, rather than three, which is a breach of Lambeth’s 

standing orders34 and HFL’s procurement policy.35 

 
1 Memorandum of Understanding: A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is an agreement between parties 

outlined in a formal document. It is not a legally binding document but indicates the manner in which the parties 

expect to work together. 
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b) Only one of the of the companies that tendered could provide the services required. 

This demonstrates that the process hasn’t been competitive. HFL did not even offer 

any benchmarking data to demonstrate that the one compliant quote that it had 

received represented value for money. It also shows that HFL’s pre-qualification 

process was inadequate. It should have established prior to issuing tenders that the 

companies tendering could provide the services required rather than waiting until after 

tenders were submitted. 

c) The report states “the final fee will now be subject to negotiation with Smith & 

Williamson’s agreement, in accordance with VFM principles.” This is another flaw in 

the process, as a tender should not be presented for recommendation when there are 

still details to be agreed. 

 

Despite all the obvious flaws in the process noted above, the tender recommendation was 

endorsed by HFL’s board.  

 

To compound the problems, the procurement process was conducted so late that by the time 

the tender report was presented to the corporate committee, HFL risked being fined by 

Companies House for late filing of its accounts unless corporate committee agreed to the 

appointment of the proposed auditor. 

 

Whilst expressing reservations about being presented with a fait accompli, the corporate 

committee subsequently agreed to appoint HFL’s proposed auditors.  

 

How much is all this costing? 
 

The answer to this question is that it is difficult to tell because both Lambeth and HFL keep 

how they are spending taxpayers’ money a closely guarded secret. 

 

For example, HFL has decamped from offices in the town hall to plush new offices in 

Waterloo. We asked HFL how much renting the new offices was costing. HFL refused to 

answer this question on the basis of commercial confidentiality.36 

 

In a further illustration of Lambeth and HFL’s disregard for taxpayers’ money, it has recently 

become apparent that HFL and Lambeth have continued with the controversial 

redevelopment of Cressingham Gardens estate. This is despite a Freedom of Information 

(FOI) request37 which shows that Lambeth’s own consultants told them in 2018 that the 

project was unviable.38 Lambeth made successive attempts since 2020 to block this 

information being released. It was only after the third attempt that we managed to get the 

information in the public domain, well over two years after we first requested it. It is 

worthwhile remembering that this is not the first time that Lambeth have ignored their 

financial advisors. In 2014 Lambeth stated in relation to demolition of Cressingham Gardens 

that: “the financial analysis shows a significant deficit. This option is clearly unaffordable.”39 

We can only guess at how much public money has been wasted in the meantime. 
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Lambeth has loaned HFL over £40M, including over £32M in the 2021/2022 financial year 

alone.40 We asked to see the terms of these loans but Lambeth refused to provide these on the 

basis of commercial confidentiality.41 

 

So we have no idea of how tens of millions of taxpayers’ money is being spent. 

 

Staff costs 
 

We do know that a significant sum is being spent on an ever-burgeoning workforce, with 

nearly 80 people shown on the last published organogram.42  

 

From its inception to the end of the financial year 2021-2022, HFL has racked up over 

£10.5M in staff and board member costs.43 These include a salary of £188,700 (plus £28,305 

employer’s pension contribution) to the CEO, Jitinder Takhar, and £158,100 (plus £4,743 

employer’s pension contribution) to the director of finance and resources, Melanie Hyland. 

Both Takhar and Hyland resigned their directorships of HFL in 2022.44 It should also be 

noted that Takhar’s salary exceeded the salary of the CEO of Lambeth council, to whom she 

reported. 

 

As a result of the unexplained departure of Takhar early in 2022,45 Lambeth council’s Sandra 

Roebuck was asked to step in as interim CEO. For providing this service she received an 

astonishing pay rise of £51,794.46 

 

It is also noteworthy that the majority of the work required to build new houses, such as 

design work, is not even carried out by HFL. HFL’s sub-contracts this work to consultants.  

 

A taxpayer subsidy 
 

Whilst Lambeth claimed that HFL was not subject to public scrutiny as it is a private 

company, Lambeth has not taken this position when it comes to using public money to 

subsidise HFL. We discovered that in 2019-2020 alone, Lambeth has paid consultants over 

£500,000 for services on HFL’s estate regeneration schemes.47 Yet HFL has paid nothing 

back to Lambeth for these services.  

 

Lambeth’s independent review of governance 
 

Due to concern being expressed about HFL’s governance, the council commissioned the 

lawyers Bevan Brittan to undertake a review of governance arrangements in 2020.48  

 

It should be said that Bevan Brittan’s findings were generally favourable. However, it should 

be noted that they seem to have reviewed the process rather than the reality of the situation. 

So, for example the fact that an Ownership and Stewardship Panel is in place is enough to get 

a tick in the box. Whether or not the panel is qualified to carry out this function is not 

something they have considered, as they state “We haven’t reviewed the CVs of individuals 

on the panel so difficult to have a view on skill mix.” A cursory review of the members of the 
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OSP would have revealed that none of the members possessed the technical capability to 

effectively hold HFL to account. 

 

The findings that we have noted throughout this report demonstrate that although the 

organisational structures may be in place they are not operating effectively.  

It is not uncommon for public bodies to commission external consultants to produce reports 

which tell them what they want to hear. This is what appears to have happened here. The 

People’s Audit offered to carry out an audit of HFL for free, such was our concern about the 

manner in which HFL was being run. Lambeth refused this offer. 

 

Lambeth has recently commissioned a further review of its housing delivery by Lord 

Kerslake,49 which includes within its remit a review of HFL. It remains to be seen what will 

be the outcome of this review. 

 

Conclusion 
 

In late 2020 Croydon council effectively declared itself bankrupt.50 This was in no small part 

due to Croydon’s decision to set up its own property development company, without 

considering the risks involved.51  

 

Whether HFL will have a similarly damaging effect on Lambeth’s finances remains to be 

seen. As HFL has built so little in the last five years, this has at least limited the damage to 

Lambeth’s coffers. What is clear is that there is no effective scrutiny over how HFL is being 

operated. This needs to change before even more public money is committed to an 

organisation that has spent so much but delivered so little. 
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Appendix 1 

 

HFL Business Plans-Comparison of Planned vs Actual 
 

 
 

 

 

Reference Item Pass/Fail Comments

Cabinet papers dated 

22nd January 2018

Page 2

Within the period of this Business Plan (to March 2019), HfL 

expects to commence building 300 new homes and over the five 

years forecast in this Business Plan expects to have over 500 

newly built homes under management. Fail No new homes commenced in 2018/2019

Item 2.12

As set out in the Business Plan, it is anticipated that the following 

schemes (or phases of schemes) will commence during the 

business plan period through to March 2019: Knight’s Walk (Phase 

1), South Lambeth (Phase 1), subject to finalisation and approval it 

is anticipated that some of the housing developments may also 

come forward e.g. Hemans, Patmos and either Carmelita or 

Orsett Street. Fail None of the schemes commenced in 2018/2019

HFL Business Plan-

January 2018

Page 6

Within the period of this Business Plan (to March 2019), HfL 

expects to commence building 300 new homes Fail

Page 18 Potential start on site for schemes:

Knights Walk-2018 Fail

South Lambeth-2018 Fail

Westbury-2020 Fail

Central Hill-2019 Fail

Cressingham Gardens-2019 Fail

Fenwick Estate-2020 Fail

Lollard S106-on site Pass Works delivered by developer not HFL

Fenwick S106-2018 Pass Works delivered by developer not HFL

Westbury-S106 Pass Works delivered by developer not HFL

Hemans-2018 Fail

Patmos-2018 Fail

Carmelita-2019 Fail

Orsett-2018 Fail

Fitch Court-2020 Fail

Item 4.2 Page 20

Phase 1 Estate regeneration schemes (Knight’s Walk, South 

Lambeth and Westbury). HfL Build expects to commence 

construction of the first development phases of Knight’s Walk and 

South Lambeth within the business plan period. Fail

Item 4.2 Page 20

Housing Development projects at Hemans and Patmos and one of 

two sites at Vauxhall Gardens (Carmelita Centre and Orsett Street) 

should also commence construction within the business plan 

period. Fail

Item 4.2 Page 20

Acquisition (by HfL Homes) of land and properties from the 

council developed by third parties under S106 agreements at 

Lollard Street, Fenwick Estate and Westbury estate (phase 1 of the 

Westbury estate regeneration scheme). Pass/Fail

Pass for Lollard Street. Fail for Fenwick and 

Westbury
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Reference Item Pass/Fail Comments

Item 4.2 Page 20

Leasing properties for onward rental to the private market, where 

the council has carried out early buy back of homeowner 

properties on estates undergoing regeneration. Pass  

Page 21 Practical completion to be achieved on the following:

Knights Walk-2019/2020 Fail

Knights Walk-2021/2022 Fail Works not commenced in 2021/2022

Westbury-2021/2022 Fail Works not commenced in 2021/2022

South Lambeth-2020/2021 Fail

Lollard Street S106-2018 Fail

Delivered January 2019. works carried out by 

developer not HFL

Fenwick S106-2020 Fail

Westbury S106-2020 Fail

Hemans-2020-2021 Fail

Patmos-2020/2021 Fail

Orsett Street-2020/2021 Fail

Page 26. Item 5.2

Cumulative investment levels for construction of Westbury, South 

Lambeth & Knights Walk-£19.5M by 2019/2020 Fail

Construction works not commenced in the 

business period, with the exception of demolition 

work on Knights Walk

Page 32

7. Key Performance Indicators. The Board will deliver and report 

an annual summary of KPI performance as part of its formal 

business planning cycle. Fail No KPIs reported in subsequent Business Plans

HFL Business Plan-

March 2019

Page 4

70 new homes at Council level rent complete and in management 

by Mar 2019 (Lollard Street)

This was achieved before the business plan was 

presented so is not a target

Page 4

145 Council level rent homes and 14 affordable rent homes on 

site by March 2020 Fail

Page 4

Achieve planning resolution for a further 150 homes by March 

2020 Fail

Page 4 Zero notifiable health and safety incidents within the period ??

Page 4

Implement new Homes for Lambeth landlord service and target 

satisfaction >80% Fail KPIs not provided

Page 4 Have 100 AST homes by Mar 2020 ??

Page 4 Reduce inequality through the creation of 50 apprenticeships Fail

Page 4

Showcase 6 case studies to evidence social value 

activities/achievements Fail

Page 4

Procure a framework of housing management providers by Mar 

2020 ??

Page 4

NB The balance of items on page 4 of the Business Plan are not 

measurable and have therefore been excluded

Page 5

Knights Walk. Phase 2 will deliver 68 new homes with 23 

affordable homes and 45 for market sale in the business planning 

period 2021. Fail Phase 2 not even commenced in 2020
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Reference Item Pass/Fail Comments

Page 5 Item 2.5

The forecasts demonstrate that the Homes for Lambeth group will 

generate losses until 2020-21 when surpluses from the new build 

schemes are first anticipated Fail

2020 Business Plan (Page 29) shows first surplus 

(of £300K) being generated in 2023/2024. 

Therefore 3 years lost in the space of a year

Page 8. Item 4.5 Delivery-New homes under construction:

Fenwick-S106 Fail Works delivered by developer not HFL

Westbury-S106 Pass Works delivered by developer not HFL

South Lambeth Phase 1 Fail

Knights Walk. Phase 1 Pass Demolition only

Hillside Gardens Pass Not delivered by HFL

Delivery-Homes in management. Lollard Street homes were 

already in management before the business plan was submitted, 

so this is not a target

Page 9. Item 4.15

Homes for Lambeth is committed, with the support of the council, 

to take a minimum of 4 schemes to planning within the current 

business period Fail

Page 11. Item 5.1 Estimated Expenditure on feasibility of £9.1M by 2020 Fail

HFL Business Plan-

March 2020-2023

Page 4

Over the next three years Homes for Lambeth will have delivered 

and be managing 383 new homes, of which 79% will be affordable 

homes, 223 of them at Council Rent Levels. Homes for Lambeth 

will also start work on a further 461 homes, including phases on all 

of the council’s estate regeneration schemes. Fail

Page 9 Start on site in 2020/2021 for schemes:

Knights Walk 1 Pass 

Soft target-works started before business plan 

submitted

South Lambeth 1 Pass

Soft target-works started before business plan 

submitted

Hydethorpe Fail

Patmos Lodge Fail

Fenwick Estate Phase 2 Fail

Hemans Close Fail

Larkhall Depot Fail

Start on site in 2021/2022 for schemes:

Roman Rise Pass

Demolition only. Site now vacant for several 

months

Trinity Rise Fail Currently the subject of a judicial review

Balance of start on sites unlikely to achieve start on site in 

2021/2022 as they have either not received planning permission at 

August 2022 or have only recently received planning permission
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Reference Item Pass/Fail Comments

Page 26 KPIs ?? No details of KPI measures provided

Page 28-29 Turnover and costs ?? Unable to verify

Page 32 Year ahead forecast:

NB Most targets are either not measurable or not related to 

delivery of new homes. Such targets have therefore not been 

included below

Start on site on five schemes and 170 homes Fail

Planning applications submitted for 12 schemes Fail

Instruct detailed design on 12 schemes Fail

Master-planning commissioned on three estates Fail

Page 33 Private sales turnover of £5.4m Fail

March 2021 Joint 

Delivery Plan

Page 3 Start on site dates (2021/2022):

Fenwick Place Fail

Roman Rise Fail

Trinity Rise Fail

Fenwick S106 Pass

Works commenced then stopped. Delivered by 

TFL, not HFL

Hydethorpe Road Pass

Patmos Lodge Fail

Hemans Estate Fail

Larkhall Depot Fail

Johnathan St & Orsett Fail

Angel Town Fail

Denby Court Fail

Wooton Street Fail

Somerleyton Road Fail

Page 4 349 homes complete by 2021/2022 Fail

Page 5 Procurement of masterplanning:

Central Hill-Q2/Q3 2021/2022 Fail

Fenwick & Cressingham-Q3/Q4 2021/2022 Fail

Annex to the Joint 

Delivery Plan

Homes commissioned Fail

Submitted for planning Fail

Planninng consents achieved Fail

Homes under construction Fail

Homes practically complete Fail


