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Chair’s foreword 

In undertaking our report, there was no disagreement about the challenge that Lambeth, 

alongside the rest of London, faces. There is a critical shortage of housing in general – and 

of affordable housing in particular – that is resulting in a growing number of families living in 

temporary accommodation and rising levels of unaffordability.  There was also a common 

agreement that taking action to respond to this challenge is a priority for Lambeth Council. 

The brief for this review was forward looking – how could Lambeth Council accelerate the 

delivery of more genuinely affordable homes at the same time as advancing its net-zero 

ambitions? However, in looking at the way forward, the review has needed to look at how 

much progress has been made to date. Whilst it has been important to for us to examine 

past practice, the most important part of this review relates to future choices. 

The two principal routes to new affordable housing that Lambeth Council has used are 

through the planning system and by direct delivery through Homes for Lambeth (HfL). More 

recently, a third route of the Council using development agreements with the private sector 

for mixed use developments has been added, which includes a component of affordable 

housing. The Council and HfL have also purchased some new build stock to let as 

affordable housing, although this is opportunistic rather than systematic. 

Our review finds that Lambeth Council has performed relatively well through the planning 

route, bringing forward over 2,400 affordable homes since 2017 and ranking 13th in the 

table of London boroughs. Progress through the mixed-use development route has been 

quite limited, with one agreement signed so far by the current team.  

By contrast, the performance through HfL’s direct delivery route can only be described as 

very poor. Since the decision to set up HfL in 2017, it has only started building 65 homes 

through the direct delivery route. Despite securing significant levels of government grant in 

2017 through the Mayor’s Affordable Homes Programme, at that time the largest allocation 

of any London borough, this grant has largely been unclaimed. Lambeth is one of the 

lowest performing boroughs in London in terms of delivery against its council housebuilding 

programme. This is despite Lambeth Council having invested some £30m to date in the set 

up and running of HfL, as well as providing development funding and meeting the costs of 

buying out leaseholders. 

The reasons for this underperformance are multiple. Although there are issues with how 

HfL has operated, it would be tempting but wrong to lay responsibility solely at their door. 

The ambiguity in the original brief, unclear governance and very poor working relationships 

with the Council have been major contributors. Changes at both HfL’s board and executive 

level in recent years have markedly improved the position. However, all of the current top 

team are interims. 

A substantial part of the brief for HfL was to take forward the estate renewal plans for six 

Lambeth estates: Central Hill, Cressingham Gardens, Fenwick, Knight’s Walk, South 

Lambeth and Westbury. The estate renewal programme started before the creation of HfL, 

in the case of Cressingham Gardens, some ten years ago. Although the lead on delivery 

moved to HfL, there continued to be extensive involvement by the Council. While described 
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as central to HfL’s affordable homes programme, the net additional affordable homes that 

are expected to be created throughout the estate renewal programme is small (only 40 

additional social rented homes1) – although the Council states a clear ambition to increase 

this. 

As part of this review we spoke to residents on these estates to ask them about their 

experience. We did not speak to every resident, and we cannot pretend to represent every 

view. However, among those we did speak to, feedback was uniformly negative. They 

spoke of inconsistent approaches, poor communications, delays, lack of consideration, and 

confusion of responsibilities between HfL and Lambeth Council. As a consequence, levels 

of trust in the Council are exceptionally low. We recommend that the Council acknowledges 

the shortcomings of the engagement with residents and takes a fresh approach to estate 

renewal in the future. 

Three of the estates – Knight’s Walk, South Lambeth and Westbury – are quite well 

advanced and we recommend that the Council moves to deliver the next phases of these 

projects as soon as practicable. This will require taking a view on viability to get them 

underway. The later phases of these schemes may require a resident ballot to secure 

GLA funding. 

The three remaining estates – Central Hill, Fenwick and Cressingham Gardens – are at a 

different stage and would almost certainly require estate ballots if they were to secure GLA 

funding. None have clear, agreed and funded ways forward, although work is underway to 

produce a masterplan for Central Hill. In our report we recommend a fundamental reset to 

the Council’s approach to these latter estates and any future renewal, committing to 

undertake resident ballots and undertaking genuine engagement with residents on the full 

range of options for the way forward.  

In our report we consider the future options for HfL and its direct delivery programme. In 

doing this we have looked at the approaches adopted by other London boroughs and the 

impact of the much more challenging market environment that all councils are having to 

operate under. We conclude that the best way forward would be for HfL to be consolidated 

within the Council. This would bring Lambeth Council in line with other London local 

authorities with similar housebuilding programmes. A consolidated function would form part 

of a new Housing and Renewal Directorate within the Council, responsible for both the 

delivery of new homes and the management of the Council’s existing homes. The transition 

towards this will need to be very carefully handled. We recommend that HfL be retained for 

a period of two to three years to secure commencement and, where possible, completion of 

the more advanced of their schemes. We stress that consolidation of HfL is different to 

immediate closure of HfL, which would be unwise and a knee-jerk reaction to addressing 

historic issues. 

1 These figures have been provided to us by LBL and derive from the Lambeth Council and Homes for 

Lambeth Joint Delivery Plan (March 2022). See footnote 45 on page 42 for further explanation about these 

figures. 
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Whilst we consider changes to the current structure as essential, we believe that it is 

equally important that improvements are made to governance. The key aim here should be 

greater clarity, transparency and accountability for decision making and delivery. We think 

there is value in clarifying accountabilities within HfL’s governance in the short-term, even 

with future consolidation on the horizon. Given the scale and importance of the changes 

involved we recommend that a Housing Programme Board be established, chaired by the 

Chief Executive of Lambeth Council. 

Our report also looks at other innovative routes to increasing the available affordable 

housing, some of which involve construction or acquisition of new homes and some better 

management of existing stock. These should be explored as part of a new Housing 

Strategy for Lambeth.  

We applaud the Council for its ambition to be net-zero by 2030. A lot has already been put 

in place, but the Council will need to go further and faster to achieve this. The Council is 

embedding whole life cycle carbon assessments into schemes. These assessments should 

be embedded into the early decision-making for all development schemes including estate 

renewal. Post-occupancy evaluations should be introduced. Whilst standards are bound to 

change and develop, the Council should consider wider trialling of the Passivhaus method 

of building amongst other sustainable approaches. 

The complex set of financial arrangements that currently exists could be much simplified 

with the proposals that we recommend. Significant operating efficiencies should also be 

possible. We argue in the report that the Council should look to bring schemes with 

significant social rented housing under the Housing Revenue Account, which will give more 

scope when looking at viability. It is critical that Lambeth Council also fully accesses and 

uses GLA grant from the range of funding programmes available. In moving to new 

arrangements for HfL, the Council will need to reassess the potential for recovery of the 

expenditure already incurred. 

The Council’s leadership is to be strongly commended for commissioning this independent 

review. It contains some tough messages but also some positive steps that can be taken. 

There is undoubtedly a risk that, if not handled well, the changes will have a short-term 

impact on delivery. However, risk of non-delivery is much greater if things continue as they 

are. Change is needed. 

This report was time limited and inevitably could not cover all of the issues involved. But I 

believe that we have been able to get to the heart of the key issues for the Council. We 

have taken the recommendations set out in this report as far as we think is appropriate. 

The Council will need to work through how best to take these forward. 

I would like to thank all those in the Council and HfL, as well as residents and other external 

partners, for their cooperation and contribution to this review and, of course, thank the 

review team who have covered an enormous amount of ground in a short space of time.  

Lord Kerslake 
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1. Introduction and background

1.1. Lambeth – like many councils across London and the United Kingdom – is facing a 

significant housing crisis. Last year, there were over 30,000 households on the 

London Borough of Lambeth’s (LBL) waiting list for social housing.2 There are also 

3,000 households currently living in temporary accommodation in Lambeth.3 Many 

Lambeth residents – including key workers and young people – are struggling to 

remain living in the area due to rising costs of housing. These issues are only 

becoming more acute in the face of rising rents and looming increases to energy 

costs, which are further squeezing housing affordability and the cost of living for many 

Lambeth residents. The challenges will be particularly acute for private renters, but 

social housing rents are also expected to rise by five per cent from April 2023. These 

changes to rents will bring higher housing costs to residents. They will also place 

pressure on affordable housing providers, who will have less than inflation increases 

in revenue to cover increased costs – for new build, as well as refurbishment of 

existing social housing to meet environmental and safety standards. The social and 

economic cost of this situation is grave. The way Lambeth Council chooses to respond 

to this crisis has a profoundly human impact. 

1.2. In 2014, in efforts to address these challenges, the incoming LBL administration 

embarked on an ambitious programme to deliver 1,000 extra homes at council rent by 

2019.4 In 2018, the administration reported to have had over 950 homes completed, 

being built or already approved by Lambeth’s cabinet. The Council reports this pledge 

includes homes built via council direct delivery, partnerships with registered providers 

and private developers, and homes delivered through the planning system.  

1.3. This review begins in 2017. Since then, Lambeth Council has not set itself any local 

affordable housing targets outside of its local plan. In this period LBL has started 327 

affordable homes – 289 of which are the most genuinely affordable social rent, and 65 

of which are being directly delivered by the council through Homes for Lambeth (HfL).5 

Other organisations, such as housing associations and developers, are also delivering 

new affordable homes in Lambeth. Since 2017 these affordable housing providers 

started over 2,447 affordable homes in Lambeth, including over 1,000 homes at social 

rent levels, some of which were enabled through the planning requirements and 

others through grant funding.6 Lambeth has performed well in delivering against wider 

housebuilding targets set by government through the planning system. 

2 Source: Households on Local Authority Waiting List, Borough - London Datastore.  

3 Reported by LBL. This information has not been reported to relevant DLUHC live tables (here). 

4 2018 Labour Party Manifesto for Lambeth (p. 4). 

5 Refer Appendix 1 for further detail about HFL and LBL affordable housing starts since 2017. 

6 These 1,000 homes at social rent levels include London Affordable Rent homes. Refer Appendix 1 for data 

about overall affordable housing starts. 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/households-local-authority-waiting-list-borough
https://lambeth.sharepoint.com/sites/LBLAffordableHousingReview2022/Shared%20Documents/07%20Report/Draft%20report/Detailed_LA_202203.ods%20(live.com)
http://bishopslabour.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/LambethLabour_manifesto2018.pdf
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1.4. In 2017, LBL established HfL – a wholly-owned, arm’s length development company – 

to help accelerate delivery of council homes. The overarching objective of HfL was to 

deliver more genuinely affordable council homes through directly delivering a major 

estate renewal programme and a development sites programme. LBL believed that 

delivering these homes via HfL rather than in-house would enable a range of 

efficiencies and benefits. However, HfL has suffered setbacks and its delivery 

challenges have been exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic. There have also been 

significant delays in the estate renewal programme, as well as strong community and 

resident resistance to the Council’s proposals on some of the estates.  

Terms of reference and scope 

1.5. In May 2022, a new political administration was formed in LBL. The new 

administration pledged to build new council homes, although did not set firm targets 

about the number of council homes it intended to deliver. The administration also 

committed to work with residents to complete its estate renewal programme.7  

1.6. In July 2022, LBL announced it would commission an independent review of 

affordable housing delivery in Lambeth following the borough elections.8 This review 

was commissioned by the Leader of the Council, Councillor Claire Holland, with 

support from the new Cabinet Member for Sustainable Growth and New Homes, 

Councillor Danny Adilypour. The Council tasked the review to investigate and address 

the following two questions: 

• How can LBL and its partners deliver more high-quality affordable homes, more

quickly and for more people?

• How can LBL do this and manage the costs of moving to a net-zero carbon

borough?

1.7. The review has been independently led by Lord Kerslake with support from a team of 

experts. The review addresses the above questions by examining LBL’s current 

organisation and functions as they relate to enabling new supply of affordable housing 

– with a particular focus on the council’s overall strategy, its organisational structure,

and its approach to governance, finance, and council-owned land. This review has

been done through examination of key documents and a series of interviews with

elected council members, LBL and HfL staff, residents and other key stakeholders.

The review team has visited all of the six estates that have been earmarked by LBL for

renewal. Appendix 2 provides more detail how the review has been conducted,

including further information about the review team itself and a list of stakeholders

consulted.

7 Our manifesto | Lambeth Labour (lambeth-labour.org.uk) 

8 Kerslake Review of strategic delivery of new affordable homes in Lambeth | LBL 

https://www.lambeth-labour.org.uk/our-manifesto/
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/housing/kerslake-review-strategic-delivery-new-affordable-homes-lambeth
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1.8. The review provides an overview of the three main affordable housing delivery routes 

that LBL is currently utilising to deliver more affordable homes, alongside an 

assessment of how these are currently working. The three main delivery routes that 

LBL is currently employing include:  

• Delivery of affordable housing through the planning system – that is, affordable

housing that is contributed through section 106 agreements through the Town and

Country Planning Act as ‘planning obligations’ in the context of wider

development. These affordable homes are commonly acquired and managed by a

housing association. However, they can be purchased by LBL or HfL to own and

manage as council homes.

• Construction of affordable housing via direct delivery – that is, where the Council

directly contracts and oversees architects, surveyors, builders, and other

professional entities to build homes on its behalf. HfL has employed this approach

as its main route to delivery. It has begun directly delivering several schemes via

its estate renewal and development sites programme.

• Delivery of affordable housing through partnership arrangements, including

development agreements. These agreements focus on mixed-use development,

where there is an affordable housing component. This route usually involves in

whole or part the use of council-owned land, although does not always require this

land to be sold. LBL has some experience of working with private and public

sector partners to deliver homes in this way. It has recently begun rebuilding up in-

house capacity to further increase delivery through this route, outside of HfL.

1.9. There are other ways that affordable homes can be built or otherwise delivered. 

Housing associations and other housing providers can access government grant or 

finance from private sector to build affordable homes. The Council will always be 

involved in these developments in some way – for example, through the planning 

system or when determining nomination rights.  

1.10. The review considers the experience of a vast range of organisations and individuals 

that have a stake or interest in the ways in which affordable homes are built, or could 

be built, in Lambeth. These individuals and groups include residents, elected 

members, the GLA, community groups, public sector landowners and other affordable 

housing providers all of whom interact with the council in different ways. As noted 

above, a full list of organisations and individuals consulted as part of this review is set 

out in Appendix 2. 

1.11. The review sets out a range of options for how LBL can accelerate the delivery of new 

affordable homes. The review recognises that there are various interpretations and 

definitions of what constitutes an affordable home. Indeed, a home that may be 

affordable to one person may be unaffordable to another. The review adopts the 

definition of affordable housing set by the Mayor of London, as reflected in the 

Lambeth Local Plan 2021 and wider National Planning Policy Framework. Further 

information about this definition framework, including as it applies to this review, is set 

out in Appendix 3. As directed by LBL, this review is centrally concerned with how the 

Council can accelerate delivery of homes at social rent – the most low-cost, genuinely 
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affordable housing that is most needed in Lambeth – although acknowledges other 

forms of affordable housing too.  

1.12. As part of setting out options to accelerate delivery, the review explores how LBL can 

enhance its existing functions and the delivery routes it is already making use of, as 

well as some new options. In doing so, the review draws from some examples of how 

other local authorities in London are successfully delivering new homes. The review 

recognises that there has been a major resurgence in council housebuilding across 

London in recent years, with more council homes started last year than in any year 

since the 1970s.9 This recent acceleration in council housing delivery across London 

is important in the context of the recent and expected slowdown of new housebuilding 

by housing associations, who have been London’s primary affordable housing 

developers since the 1980s. It also means there is an opportunity to review expertise, 

successes and lessons learnt from other boroughs, many of whom are grappling with 

similar challenges to Lambeth. The review also draws in lessons and experiences of 

other sector experts to consider how more affordable homes can be built more quickly, 

including those with experience building in Lambeth. 

1.13. The review does not cover the council’s housing management function, although it 

does consider the future utility of HfL Homes and HfL Living, which are housing 

management companies that form part of the wider HfL Group. The review does 

comment about the potential benefits to bringing the Council’s housing management 

function together with its housing delivery function, recognising that siloes across 

these teams can contribute to poor outcomes. 

1.14. The review does not examine LBL’s wider planning framework, recognising that it is 

subject to its own scrutiny processes through the Planning Inspectorate. The review 

also does not set out the justification for why Lambeth needs more affordable homes 

and the benefits these additional affordable homes will bring, in terms of both 

affordability and equality outcomes. These points are assumed. They are otherwise 

well articulated in Lambeth’s Local Plan 2020-2025 and the associated Lambeth 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment.10  

1.15. Lambeth Council recognises it has a role to play in tackling the climate crisis – 

including through the construction of new affordable homes and the retrofit of existing 

housing stock. In 2019, LBL was the first borough in London to declare a climate 

emergency and the Council has made a bold commitment to be net-zero by 2030. The 

Government’s forthcoming Future Homes Standard is expected to provide a clearer 

regulatory framework for environmental sustainability for new build homes, although 

there is much the Council can be doing in the absence of this framework.  

9 Mayor doubles council housebuilding target to 20,000 new homes | London City Hall 

10 See: Lambeth Local Plan 2020-2035; Lambeth Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayor-doubles-housebuilding-target
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-09/Lambeth%20Local%20Plan%202021.pdf
https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Lambeth_SHMA.pdf
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1.16. In June 2017, the Grenfell Tower fire tragically took the lives of 72 Londoners. In 2018, 

the Hackitt review was published to explain how new homes can be built safely, and 

the resulting Building Safety Act 2022 has recently been enacted. In time, we should 

hopefully see an effective new building safety regulatory framework in place that 

ensures all homes are built to the highest safety standards. This system will take time 

to implement. LBL will want to do everything in its power to ensure homes in Lambeth 

are safe – whether new or existing. 

1.17. The remediation of existing homes is of critical importance, although the cost of this 

exercise is adding further pressures to council finances. Some leaseholders – 

including residents we spoke to – remain in uncertainty about the future of their 

homes. This review considers how an acceleration in affordable housing delivery can 

be done in a way that aligns with these environmental and sustainability commitments. 

However, this review does not explore how the Council should address the wider 

question of refurbishing or retrofitting its existing housing, only as this relates to 

new supply. 

1.18. As well as grappling with clear organisational and policy challenges, LBL is also 

seeking to reboot its housing programme during a period of major macro-economic 

disruption. At the time of writing, consumer price inflation had risen by 8.6 per cent11 

and is expected to continue to rise. Over the past twelve months, construction activity 

has been falling consistently across the UK, with the housebuilding sector particularly 

impacted.12 The sector is facing huge increases in the cost of construction material 

prices, supply chain disruptions and ongoing shortages of construction workers.13 

These challenges are impacting housebuilding programmes all over the country, 

although it is hoped this period of volatility will ease.  

1.19. There are also longstanding structural challenges within London’s affordable housing 

market that have been exacerbated by current market conditions – including high land 

values, low levels of government grant compared to need and an increasingly 

unworkable cross-subsidy funding model. Lambeth is not alone in dealing with these 

challenges. Many other local authorities, housing associations and developers we 

spoke to during this review are grappling with how to develop viable, policy compliant 

developments in the current market climate. As noted above, the review has framed 

its recommendations to the council considering what is feasible to deliver in the 

current policy and economic context – a world vastly different from that of 2017, 

where we start this review.  

11 Inflation and price indices - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) (September 2022). 

12 CIPS Construction PMI (July 2022). 

13 Business insights and impact on the UK economy - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) (October 

2022).  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/inflationandpriceindices
https://www.pmi.spglobal.com/Public/Home/PressRelease/d3d6d044f00449e5a6c5cd3590c6e72c
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/businessservices/bulletins/businessinsightsandimpactontheukeconomy/28july2022
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Report structure 

1.20. This report is structured in the following sections: 

• Chapter One (this section) outlines the objectives of the Kerslake review of

affordable housing in Lambeth. It briefly sets out Lambeth Council’s priorities in

commissioning this review, including by outlining the terms of reference and scope

of the review (as set by the Council).

• Chapter Two provides an overview of LBL’s overall strategy to increasing

affordable housing supply. In doing so, it examines the supporting organisational

structure, the Council’s approach to finance and the governance processes in

place. This chapter outlines the Council’s land supply and its approach to utilising

council-owned land to deliver more homes.

• Chapter Three provides an overview and assessment of the three main delivery

routes that LBL has employed to deliver more affordable homes, including its

overall track record since 2017. These routes include homes delivered through the

planning system, direct delivery (including estate renewal) through HfL and the

use of development agreements to deliver homes in partnership with external

partners, as is being delivered in-house. This chapter outlines the story of HfL,

recognising that HfL is presented by the Council and certainly perceived by those

we spoke to as being the primary route to the Council delivering more homes.

• Chapter Four sets out a range of options for Lambeth Council to consider that

could help it to deliver more affordable homes – including by enhancing its current

delivery mechanisms and also by exploring new opportunities. This chapter draws

from other good practice occurring elsewhere in London, including through the

presentation of illustrative case studies.

• Chapter Five sets out our recommendations to the Council. These

recommendations reference the various options available to LBL (as set out in

Chapter Four), with specific regard to what is practicable and realistic for Lambeth

Council. The recommendations take into account LBL’s position as a relatively

land constrained borough, its poor historic performance in some areas of delivery

and its limited in-house skills and capability – and reflecting the current policy and

economic landscape, which is vastly different to the world in which HfL first set

out.

1.21. Our recommendations are centred on activities that Lambeth Council has the power 

and ability to influence. However, the review recognises that central government 

policies are significantly holding back the acceleration of more affordable homes – 

including in Lambeth. In particular, the government’s longstanding Right to Buy (RtB) 

policy is hugely problematic for councils wishing to grow their affordable housing 

programmes. The impact of RtB is particularly acute in London, where the need for 

social rented homes is far higher than the number of those being built.14  

14 See: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/rtb_report_feb_update.pdf 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/rtb_report_feb_update.pdf
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1.22. Central government has also significantly disinvested in local authorities in recent 

years, which is directly impacting the number of – and way in which – homes are 

being built. Between 2009/10 and 2017/18, total funding for local authority housing 

and planning units fell by over 50 per cent. Similarly, the proportion of central 

government subsidy for affordable housing grant decreased from 50 per cent of total 

housing development costs in 2008 to just 15-20 per cent in 2019.15 This review 

acknowledges these barriers to delivery. However, we do not examine their impact in 

detail. 

1.23. The findings and recommendations of this review have been informed by significant 

engagement with representatives from across the council, HfL, elected members, 

other local authorities, housing associations, the private sector, the GLA, housing 

sector, housing experts, community groups and Lambeth residents. The review panel 

received numerous written submissions and many groups wanted to contribute to this 

review – signifying both the scale of previous challenges and the scale of future 

opportunity. The panel is grateful to all those who contributed their time to this review. 

1.24. The panel is particularly grateful to those residents across the six estates and those 

living in temporary accommodation that we met and spoke with. We acknowledge the 

frustrations and deep pain that many residents have felt during the renewal 

programme. We have sought to reflect the experiences of the residents that were 

generous enough to share their time and stories with us in the findings and 

recommendations of this report. We have also included a summary of the written 

submissions we received and the views of the residents we spoke to in Appendix 10 

and Appendix 11 of this report. 

1.25. This review is independent. The findings and recommendations set out in this report 

do not necessarily reflect the views of LBL or HfL, nor elected members. 

1.26. This review was initiated entirely by Lambeth Council. It is a forward-looking review 

rather than an inquiry into the past, although we have sought to learn lessons from the 

story so far. The Council’s political and officer leadership have recognised the need for 

improvement in commissioning this review. It is commendable that the Council has 

sought to go through this process of reflection, and in such a transparent and open 

manner. We hope the findings and recommendations of this review provide useful 

direction to both the Council and its residents.   

15 As set out in Building London’s Future: The Next Generation of Council Homes (GLA, 2022). 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/building_londons_future_-_the_next_generation_of_council_homes.pdf
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2. Lambeth Council’s strategy, structure and
overall approach to affordable housing

2.1. Lambeth Council’s overall strategy and supporting organisational configuration is 

central to the way in which it can deliver more affordable homes. Equally important is 

the council’s approach to funding and financing this delivery (including how much it 

chooses to spend), its related governance and decision-making mechanisms and – 

critically – its approach to utilising its own land to provide affordable homes, given the 

scarcity and price constraints of developable land in London. 

2.2. This section sets out the following: 

• An explanation of Lambeth Council’s in-house teams that have a role in delivering

affordable housing (although further detail about the organisational structure and

capacity of relevant teams is set out in Chapter Three).

• A summary of the overall strategic framework that underpins affordable housing

delivery in Lambeth Council.

• An overview of Lambeth Council’s finance and governance arrangements that

underpin affordable housing delivery, including as they relate to HfL.

• An overview of Lambeth Council’s land holdings and approach to utilising public

land for affordable housing delivery.

2.3. This section concludes by setting out some of the challenges with the current 

configuration and approach, including the ways in which the current ways of working 

may be holding Lambeth Council back from delivering more affordable homes. It also 

highlights some examples of good practice, including within the council. 

Overview of Lambeth Council’s housing teams and functions 

2.4. Lambeth Council’s housing delivery teams and functions are spread across the 

following vehicles, directorate and divisions. These broadly compromise the HfL 

Group, which sits at an arm’s length from the council, alongside a range of different in-

house teams, as set out below.  

2.5. The HfL Group was established in 2017 by LBL as a wholly owned development 

company to accelerate the delivery of affordable homes. HfL Group includes HfL 

Build, HfL Homes and HfL Living. LBL owns 100 per cent of the shares in HfL Group. 

2.6. As the owner and sole shareholder of HfL, the Council oversees HfL through a 

number of activities – including nomination of board members, approval of key 

documents, setting of relevant policy and by releasing funding for individual projects. 

The HfL Group Board (and subsidiary boards) have oversight of HfL and hold 

responsibility for day-to-day leadership. HfL employs a relatively large team, with 70 

FTE (including 15 vacancies). HfL’s internal configuration is explained in further detail 

in Chapter Three. 
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2.7. Within the council, the Sustainable Growth and Opportunity (SGO) directorate is the 

primary division responsible for affordable housing delivery. The Strategic Director of 

SGO acts on behalf of the council on all matters relating to the delivery of regeneration 

and enterprise – including jobs, skills, planning, transport, sustainability, regeneration 

and housing delivery.  

2.8. SGO has a Regeneration and Housing Growth division with 46 FTE staff, which 

includes the client role for HfL. Within this division, there are 32 staff in the LBL 

Housing Delivery and Development teams, and some of these staff have wider 

specialisms (for example, mixed-use regeneration). This directorate is responsible for 

some HfL activities, including re-housing and buy-backs of homes across estates, 

compulsory purchase orders (CPO), commissioning and entering into land and loan 

agreements with HfL. Staff are funded by a mix of capitalisation and third-party grants. 

2.9. A separate LBL Housing and Homelessness division is responsible for housing 

management, repairs, customer service, and homelessness services. These services 

include overseeing temporary accommodation, setting relevant housing policy and 

managing relationships with registered providers in the borough (including in respect 

of delivery). The Housing and Homelessness division oversees LBL’s Liveability 

programme, which has a budget of £16m to provide investment into homes on the six 

estates subject to HfL renewal to bring them to a level that is appropriate for the 

anticipated life of the buildings, although this is less comprehensive than the Lambeth 

Homes Standard. This team is responsible for managing the council’s c. 33,000 

council homes held in the Council’s HRA.16 However, it was unclear to us which team 

is responsible for actively assessing development opportunities in the HRA. 

2.10. A separate Valuation and Asset (VASA) Management Service, with 15 FTE staff, is 

responsible for managing the council’s wider land and assets, including acquisitions, 

disposals and letting arrangements for sites held in the General Fund.  VASA 

estimates the council’s non-commercial portfolio extends to c.700 land and building 

assets, with an existing use value of over £1.2bn.17 VASA has a relatively limited 

interface with the housing division, although oversees land that could be suited for 

affordable housing delivery. It has played a role in preparing some sites for 

development. The VASA team reports to the LBL Finance and Property Division, 

which is ultimately accountable to the Council’s Strategic Director of Finance  

2.11. There is a separate ‘Capital Studio’ with c. 55 staff that has oversight and leads on the 

direct commissioning of public realm and built environment projects. This division sits 

outside of the SGO and wider housing directorates.  

2.12. The Council also has an in-house finance team, an in-house procurement team and 

an in-house lawyer that works on housing and property issues. However, these 

resources are reportedly constrained. The Council typically outsources legal and 

16 Including c. 23,000 tenanted properties and c. 10,000 leasehold properties. 

17 As stated in 2021/22 published draft accounts. 
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procurement services for development agreements. Specialist communications 

support is provided by the corporate Strategy and Communications team. 

2.13. The Council’s Strategic Director of Finance (who is the Section 151 officer), the 

Director of Finance and three Assistant Directors of Finance, all have some role in 

setting the financial direction for HfL and LBL’s affordable housing programmes. HfL 

also has its own separate Assistant Director of Finance.  

Strategic framework for affordable housing delivery 

2.14. All organisations building new affordable homes in Lambeth – including LBL and HfL – 

are guided by the vision, strategic framework and policies set out in Lambeth Local 

Plan 2020-2035. The Lambeth Local Plan utilises the Mayor’s London Plan 2021 as a 

wider governing framework. It identifies the number and type of affordable homes that 

need to be developed over the next ten years to address housing need in Lambeth. It 

also sets out the spatial framework for development and includes existing site 

allocations within the Lambeth Local Plan.   

2.15. The Council is also in the process of updating some of these site allocations and 

producing new site allocations in an emerging Site Allocations Development Plan 

Document (SADPD). It also sets the design and environmental standards for new 

homes. Further detail about the mechanisms within the Lambeth Local Plan that 

enable the delivery of new homes – and an assessment about how these work in 

practice – is set out in Chapter Three.  

2.16. Beyond its local plan, LBL does not have a current approved or published housing 

strategy. The most recent strategy is the 2017-2020 Lambeth Housing Strategy. This 

document is cross-referenced in the Lambeth Local Plan 2020-2035. However, the 

council recognises it is now out of date. As such – for council-led affordable housing 

delivery in particular – there is no unifying document that sets out how this housing 

should be delivered, the principles of this development, or the standards that the 

council should be meeting (if there is an expectation to go further than the standards 

set out in the Lambeth Local Plan). 

2.17. The absence of a clear housing strategy means there is no formal position or shared 

understanding within the Council about how affordable homes should be delivered 

and who should be delivering them – including whether there is any preference for 

new affordable homes to be ‘council homes’. The Council previously set an ambition 

to build 1,000 council homes at social rent. However, there are no longer any internal 

targets relating to the number of ‘council homes’ to be built. 

2.18. The Council has a Tenancy Strategy, which was adopted in 2020.18 The Tenancy 

Strategy explains the Council’s affordable housing tenure preferences. The strategy 

suggests that new larger homes should be charged social rent or equivalent and that 

smaller units should be charged at Local Housing Allowance rates. However, the 

18 Lambeth Tenancy Strategy + Affordable Housing Statement 

https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/tenancy-strategy-and-affordable-housing-statement-2020.pdf
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Tenancy Standard does not make clear whether the Council prioritises social rent 

above London Affordable Rent.  

2.19. The Council does not have a land strategy that sets out how council land should be 

used and where it should be prioritised for affordable housing delivery (whether 

council-led or by other partners). The SGO directorate has commenced work on a 

Housing Growth and Land Strategy. The Council reports this will establish a 

framework to promote, accelerate and unlock the delivery of new homes in the 

borough largely on Council land, but also with the aim of identifying partnership 

opportunities with major landowners. The Council notes the strategy will identify a 

methodology to review council-owned land to maximise housing delivery including 

land held in Lambeth Council’s HRA.  

2.20. The VASA team is separately in the process of finalising a new Strategic Asset 

Management Framework and associated strategy. The Council’s objective in 

developing this framework is to begin to work through how the council should prioritise 

vacant or surplus sites for different council services, particularly land held in the 

council’s General Fund (including for housing). The emerging framework is expected 

to result in a 12-month review exercise, before a firmer framework of prioritisation can 

be produced. However, the draft framework currently does not set affordable housing 

delivery on Council-owned sites as a clear priority for the Council. It is also unclear 

how this strategic asset management document will interrelate with the new Housing 

Growth and Land Strategy, as led by SGO. 

2.21. The SGO directorate has previously commissioned Deloitte and Avison Young to 

review council-owned land opportunities for affordable housing. The LBL Housing and 

Homelessness Division has also separately commissioned Savills to carry out a stock 

assessment of HRA stock. This stock assessment was centred on repair, 

management and retrofit, rather than new supply opportunities. These exercises do 

not form a land strategy, although could be helpful in identifying future sites for 

development. 

2.22. The Council also cites a range of Cabinet decisions as together forming the Council’s 

estate renewal strategy. However, most of these documents were published in 2018 

or earlier. Again, these documents cannot be otherwise viewed as a comprehensive or 

unified estate renewal strategy. 

2.23. In terms of setting environment and design standards, all LBL and HfL developments 

are required to meet Lambeth Local Plan 2021 policies, which are viability tested. 

Beyond this, LBL has not produced a design brief that clearly sets out expected 

standards for HfL developments or developments on Council-owned land. HfL has 

produced a set of HfL Design Standards, and these are reflected in the HfL 

Employer’s Requirement.  

2.24. LBL’s Climate Change team work closely with HfL and other Council teams involved in 

capital delivery to ensure new developments align with climate objectives. We 

understand the team has recently completed a Lambeth Climate Action Plan, which 

will provide some further guidance on environmental standards in housing and the 

built environment. 
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Finance and funding 

2.25. Each year in February, Lambeth Council sets an annual revenue and capital budget, 

which is subject to various review mechanisms. The Council’s latest Medium Term 

Financial Strategy (2022/23 to 2026/27)19 and Capital Investment Programme 

Update20 approved by the Cabinet in July 2022 set the broad framework for the 

council’s financial strategy, including in relation to housing activities. These 

documents, as supported by discussions with senior officers, show that the Council’s 

overall financial position is challenging. The council is planning to make £50m in 

operational savings over the next five years. 

2.26. The Council’s financial framework for HfL’s affordable housing delivery is primarily set 

out in the Council and HfL Annual Joint Delivery Plan (JDP), which reports on 

progress against the HfL Business Plan 2020-2023. The most recent JDP was 

approved in April 2022.21 Of the Council’s planned spend on affordable housing 

provision, the vast majority is to enable and support the HfL programme (including its 

estate renewal programme). Further detail about this HfL budget and the more specific 

loan arrangements is outlined below.  

2.27. Where the Council enables affordable housing delivery through development 

agreements, it is not typically responsible for managing the funding and financing of 

such schemes. In these circumstances, responsibility to provide funding and seek 

finance sits with the partner developer. The developer will typically procure a 

Registered Provider to deliver the affordable homes as a section 106 obligation.  

2.28. There are instances where the Council has provided a funding top-up to development 

partners to ensure key policy requirements can be achieved. As an example, the 

Council used a combination of HRA spending, RtB receipts and developer 

contributions to deliver four affordable homes as part of the Hillside Gardens scheme. 

The Council also provided additional funding to the Section 106 affordable housing 

provided at Westbury Phase I and Fenwick South to ensure homes could be built to 

the necessary building safety and energy performance standards.  

2.29. Lambeth Council funds its housing programmes (including its HfL programme) through 

a range of sources – including Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions, 

section 106 and borrowing. To date the Council has been reluctant to borrow within 

the HRA due to levels of reserves and restricted headroom. The expected rent rise at 

five percent is a major loss to the HRA that will affect future investment and borrowing 

capacity. However, senior officers within Lambeth Council that we spoke to over the 

course of the review seem willing to revisit the possibility of HRA borrowing.  

2.30. Lambeth Council and HfL are eligible for GLA grant funding to subsidise their 

affordable housing programmes. To date, these grants have been allocated through 

19 MTFS Jul-22 Final.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk) 

20 CIP 2022-23 to 2024-25 and indicative funding.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk) 

21 Decision - Council and Homes for Lambeth Joint Delivery Plan | LBL 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s138909/MTFS%20Jul-22%20Final.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s138896/Appendix%202%20-%20CIP%202022-23%20to%202024-25%20and%20indicative%20funding.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?AIId=54355
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the Mayor’s Housing Zones programme, the Mayor’s Affordable Homes Programme 

(AHP) 2016-2023, the Mayor’s RtB Ringfence Offer and the Mayor’s AHP 2021-2026. 

Further detail about accessed GLA grant allocations is at Appendix 4. 

2.31. In 2017, HfL was allocated £55m in AHP 2016-23 grant to start 912 affordable homes. 

At the time, this was the biggest AHP allocation granted to a council in London. 

However, reflecting progress on affordable housing delivery since 2017, HfL has 

reduced its original allocation by £52.7m – a 95 per cent reduction in grant – and now 

has £2.3m remaining to start 87 affordable homes before the programme ends in 

March 2023. If these homes are not started by then HfL may need to further reduce its 

allocation. Of local authorities that have funding arrangements in place with the GLA 

to deliver affordable homes, LBL is now the lowest performing borough in terms of the 

number of new affordable homes it has delivered against its initial programme. 

2.32. LBL also holds an allocation of £25m in through the Mayor’s RtB ringfence 

programme.22 These are RtB receipts that are returned to central government if 

unspent by local authorities, which are then recycled to the GLA to re-allocate as 

subsidy. To date, Lambeth has claimed a little over £3m in ringfenced RtB receipts23 

and agreed £11m in projects that will ideally deliver 98 affordable homes, although this 

still suggests that some grant will expire.24 The GLA has been working with LBL to find 

ways to maximise the spend, including by purchasing market properties for use as 

affordable homes. However, the GLA expects some of this allocation will remain 

unspent.  

2.33. LBL also received a £10m loan to deliver leaseholder buy-backs on estate 

regeneration projects through the Mayor’s Housing Zones programme. This allocation 

was due to unlock 1,030 homes) by March 2026 across Westbury, Knights Walk and 

South Lambeth. This allocation was then reduced to 98 affordable homes and 445 

private homes. To date, the grant has funded five buy backs. It will need to be repaid 

in full to the GLA by March 2023. The Council reports to being on track to repay this.  

2.34. In 2018, LBL secured funding through the GLA’s Small Sites Small Builders 

programme for their Winterwell Road scheme, which expected to enable delivery of 16 

affordable homes. However, this funding was never drawn down and the GLA reports 

limited progress against this commitment.  

Lending to HfL and Council budgets 

2.35. HfL has three types of loan facility from LBL, each of which is granted with a loan 

agreement with appropriate terms including interest rate to be charged. These three 

financial flows are set out in further detail in Appendix 5 and are explained below. 

1. An annual working capital loan, which funds HfL operations and pre-

contractor costs. This budget is proposed by HfL and agreed by LBL each 

 

22 These numbers have been provided to us by the GLA (September 2022). 

23 South Lambeth Phase I and Hydethorpe. 

24 These numbers have been provided to us by the GLA (September 2022). 
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year. To date, HfL has drawn down c. £26m. This loan is expected to be repaid 

over the 25-year lifetime of the programme and once HfL schemes begin 

generating profit. However, programme delays mean increased costs and will 

therefore have a negative impact on the loan facility. The facility agreement 

includes clauses for late or non-payment of interest. It is expected to be repaid 

in the long-term, meaning there are no penalties for non-delivery in the short-

term.  

2. Development loans to HfL Build for individual projects (including 

contractor costs). When a development project has been approved by HfL 

and the council to proceed to delivery, the project delivery costs are drawn in 

the form of a development loan. The overall debt facility is capped at a 

maximum of £150m at any one point in the programme. The overall expected 

programme costs far exceed this sum (£1.8bn). However, the overall 

development costs and subsequent receipts from homes built have been 

modelled in such a way not to exceed this cap. This is a prudent financial 

control by the Council given the risks involved in property development. 

However, it is not clear whether it would provide sufficient borrowing headroom 

to deliver the whole HfL programme.  

Individual projects can draw down funding against this wider loan when they 

progress through a ‘gateway’ approvals process. To date, only four 

development loans25 totalling £19.3m have been approved against the initial 

programme that suggested 15 schemes would now be on site. This 

demonstrates a significant delay which will impact on the recovery of the 

working capital loan. Some early schemes are projected to make a loss rather 

than a profit, particularly those that are majority or entirely affordable (and have 

fewer private sale homes to cross-subsidise social rented homes). individual 

development loans are intended to be paid back via open market sale of the 

units delivered and through the purchase of affordable homes via HfL Homes, 

although these have not generated significant income to date. 

3. Acquisition loans to HfL Homes for individual projects. HfL Homes will 

receive an acquisition loan from the council, along with any available grant from 

the GLA, to enable purchase of affordable homes delivered by HfL Build. The 

drawdown of grant from the GLA to LBL, then onto HfL, has been convoluted. 

To date, £9.2m in acquisition loans from LBL has been drawn down.  

2.36. In addition to loans, the Council holds a capital budget to buy-back leaseholder 

properties across the six HfL estates that are earmarked for demolition. This budget is 

operated by the council to support the wider estate renewal programme. The overall 

cost of these buy-backs, estimated at £200m, is expected to be covered by the land 

receipts to be paid by HfL to the council, currently estimated at £231m. To date, the 

council has spent c. £100m on buy backs. 

 

25 Knights Walk Phase I; South Lambeth Phase I; Hydethorpe Road; Patmos. 
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2.37. There is a separate budget that relates to the use of the council’s own capital 

resources to support the council’s client function to HfL. These costs include legal 

fees, valuation fees and project and programme feasibility studies directly 

commissioned by the Council. Around £29m has been spent to date and it is not 

expected to be recovered until the end of the programme. 

Governance and decision-making 

2.38. Lambeth Council has a range of key governance forums and delegations in place to 

scrutinise, monitor and make decisions about its affordable housing programme. 

2.39. At an ‘elected member’ level, the following formal governance is in place: 

• Cabinet is responsible for approving all key decisions above £500,000. There are 

delegations in place that that allow senior officers to approve decisions between 

£100-500,000. However, we heard from some council officers that a significant 

number of programme decisions are made by Cabinet – including to approve 

entering into development agreements and to appoint contractors.  

• The Cabinet Member for Sustainable Growth & New Homes is responsible for the 

delivery of new and genuinely affordable homes, as well as planning and strategic 

infrastructure. They are responsible for the council’s housebuilding programme, 

including HfL and the estate regeneration schemes. They are not responsible for 

housing management, the HRA or wider resident engagement.  

• The Ownership and Stewardship Cabinet Advisory Panel is responsible for 

scrutinising and holding to account the work of HfL – including its development 

programme, finance, governance, business plan and KPI performance. The Panel 

supports the Council to scrutinise and manage its interest as a shareholder in HfL. 

• The Overview and Scrutiny Committee is responsible for overseeing and 

scrutinising the whole range of the Council’s functions and responsibilities, as well 

as other public service providers’ work and the impact on the local community. 

This Committee previously called in the HfL Business Plan 2020-2023, although 

this was ultimately approved.  

• The Corporate Committee is responsible for discharging duties in respect of audit, 

risk management and corporate governance. It is independent of the Cabinet and 

scrutiny functions. 

2.40. There are different governance and decision-making processes in place for affordable 

homes delivered by HfL and those homes delivered by SGO. The council is not 

involved in decisions regarding affordable homes delivered through the planning 

system, outside of Planning Committees.  

HfL governance 

2.41. LBL has a range of responsibilities in relation to HfL – it acts as client, landowner, sole 

shareholder, sole funder and defines HfL’s overall programme. HfL sets its budget, 

although this is ultimately reviewed and approved by LBL. LBL is responsible for 

releasing funding for delivery of projects at various stages of development and is 
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responsible for overall financial control of the programme, including by monitoring 

financial risk. 

2.42. The relationship between LBL and HfL is set out in a shareholder agreement, which 

includes a scheme of delegation. However, there is no plain English governance 

framework or a clear detailed decision-making process that can be applied by all 

parties to guide day-to-day activities. Similarly, there is no contract that is actively 

utilised to manage complex joint delivery arrangements between LBL and HFL, 

including where issues may arise. 

2.43. The internal governance forums and processes that are in place to guide day-to-day 

HfL decisions and operations are reflected in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Governance and decision-making for HfL schemes 

 

 

2.44. The HfL Group Board includes a range of non-executive directors, independent 

directors, council directors and the CEO of HfL. The HfL Group Board has significant 

Council representation with two senior council officers and one elected member on a 

board of nine. It has overall responsibility of HfL Group and makes decisions on 

strategy and management. It also makes decisions regarding the budget and agrees 



Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

22 

recommendations about the release of council funding through the ‘gateway’ process. 

The Board presents recommendations to the council for funding and land release 

approval. The Council then undertakes due diligence to confirm the request is in line 

with the Business Plan. The Board meets every two months. There are also separate 

board structures for HfL Build, HfL Living and HfL Homes.  

2.45. The Housing and Regeneration Board is responsible for monitoring HfL schemes and 

promotes partnership working across HfL and LBL. It has no decision-making powers. 

In practice, this Board operates as a strategic discussion forum, with limited interface 

with the Ownership and Stewardship Panel and the HfL Board. It is chaired by the 

CEO of LBL and has senior representatives from across LBL and HfL. It meets every 

six weeks. 

2.46. The Housing Regeneration Board Working Group is a separate operational working 

group with no decision-making powers. This working group is chaired by the Director 

of Regeneration and Housing Growth (LBL) and includes senior officers from across 

LBL’s Regeneration and Growth Team and HfL. It meets monthly. 

Lambeth Council governance processes 

2.47. The governance and decision-making processes for in-house development activities – 

namely delivery via development agreements – is vastly different to that of HfL. 

However, this does not mean that there is greater freedom or flexibility to progress 

schemes, rather an alternative set of governance processes to follow.  

2.48. To progress development agreements, there is no agreed ‘gateway’ process to 

release funds and no interaction with the various HfL or associated boards to progress 

decisions (as outlined above). Instead, decisions are taken to Cabinet for approval 

and require endorsement from a range of internal forums and panels – including 

Cabinet Member Briefings (often multiple individual briefings), Procurement Board, 

Management Board, Growth & Investment Panel, Informal Cabinet and Equalities 

Impact Panel – all of which require their own slightly nuanced briefing and 

presentation. These add to the already lengthy lead in process to secure a decision 

from Cabinet, which can take between one to three months. There is also standstill 

period once a decision has been made, which does not account for a potential call in 

by the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.  

2.49. An example of a protracted governance relates to the LBL in-house team securing the 

development agreement for the 49 Brixton Station Road scheme. Officers were 

required to return to members several times over a period of nine months for 

approvals to launch a development partner procurement, followed by a twelve-week 

process to secure approvals on a related Cabinet paper. 

2.50. Separate to the above processes, the Strategic Asset Management Group is 

responsible for managing and making recommendations to the Council’s Growth 

Panel about council-owned assets – including potential opportunities for affordable 

housing. This group is chaired by the Director of Finance and has representatives 

from the Regeneration and Housing Growth team, representatives from the Local 

Planning Authority and the Director of Education. It does not have any specific 
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objectives relating to accelerating affordable housing delivery, nor decision making 

powers. There are over 15 people on this Group, and it meets monthly. We observed 

that affordable housing is only one of many priorities the Group is required to consider. 

Decisions about how to release land and for what purposes are made slowly. 

2.51. In 2020, the Overview and Scrutiny Committee commissioned a best practice review 

of HfL’s governance. This work was led by Bevan Brittan, who recommended a 

number of changes to HfL’s initial governance arrangements including a simplified 

governance structure within the Council. The review highlighted a lack of formal 

reporting from HfL to the Council on performance, recommending that the relationship 

between the HfL Board to the Council should be strengthened. The review highlighted 

that the Ownership and Stewardship Panel did not operate as an effective point of 

scrutiny for HfL. The review found overall that governance and decision-making 

processes were complex, with too many HfL board members (including too many LBL 

representatives on the board) and too many HfL decisions requiring Council approval. 

We understand that some recommendations of the Bevan Brittan report have been 

implemented, although not all. It has not been completely clear to us which officers 

within the Council are responsible for implementing these recommendations. 

Approach to land 

2.52. LBL own approximately 10 per cent of the land in the borough. They are the second 

largest landowner in the borough behind Network Rail (17.5 percent), with whom the 

Council are working in partnership on a new masterplan for Waterloo Station. The 

council holds land in two separate accounts – the General Fund and the HRA land. 

Land held in each of these accounts presents different rules and requirements in 

respect of utilising land for housing delivery, although this report does not explain 

these rules in detail. As with many London boroughs, LBL’s largest land assets are its 

estates held in its HRA.  

2.53. The identification and appraisal of development sites within the council’s portfolio is 

not carried out in a systematic way. There is an opportunity tracker in Lambeth, but 

this is not regularly updated and is not comprehensive. It does not have a clear owner. 

This tracker was recently reviewed by Avison Young, but no feasibility work has since 

been undertaken to confirm the number of homes that could be delivered. The council 

has previously commissioned other external consultants to undertake similar local site 

assessments. It would benefit from a more in-depth review to identify readily 

deliverable schemes and quick-win projects to build capacity and experience.   

2.54. The land, asset and properties responsibilities – and associated identification of 

opportunities – are spread across different council functions. As noted earlier, the 

VASA team is responsible for managing the council’s wider land and assets, including 

leasing and disposing of sites in the General Fund. The VASA team has not set any 

clear priorities that relate to maximising housing delivery on these General Fund sites. 

Indeed, the Council cites a range of competing priorities for these sites – including 

using the land for alternative uses and obtaining capital receipts.  
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2.55. LBL’s Housing and Homelessness team is separately responsible for HRA land. It is 

unclear whether the team is actively assessing these HRA sites for development 

opportunities, as their focus is on managing the housing stock and housing residents. 

Ultimately there is limited visibility and no agreed approach on land opportunities 

across the different teams. 

2.56. The LBL Regeneration and Housing Growth team has limited in-house capacity to 

undertake land acquisition and assembly for the purposes of affordable housing 

delivery. Local public sector landowners spoke to us about approaching the Council to 

consider strategic land assembly opportunities for housing. However, there appears to 

be no centralised team that is responsible for identifying and taking forward such 

opportunities, which meant that these discussions stalled. We heard from external 

groups that LBL is also not maximising pan-London opportunities to collaborate, 

including sub-regional partnerships through One Public Estate (OPE). The OPE team 

expressed an interest to work more closely with LBL to help unlock sites for housing. 

2.57. The LBL planning team report there are council-owned sites that could be better 

utilised for housing – including by optimising land in the HRA and by undertaking land 

assembly, including with non-council partners – although they acknowledge that some 

of the low-hanging fruit may be gone.  

2.58. The LBL planning team are also producing a site allocation development plan 

document that sets out acceptable planning policy parameters for key development 

sites, although is not specific to land in council ownership. It is proposed to form part 

of the statutory local plan following formal consultation and examination. This 

document is helpful in ensuring there is a continuous pipeline of development in 

Lambeth and shows that there are areas in Lambeth that could benefit from additional 

development – affordable or otherwise.  

2.59. The council reports to being land constrained. This speaks to Lambeth’s relatively 

compact urban form as a central London borough. While there are key opportunity 

areas identified for the north of the borough, Lambeth has many vocal community 

stakeholders that have a keen interest in the local area and at times strong views on 

development – particularly in the south of borough, which could impact development. 

2.60. As part of the initial establishment of HfL, LBL undertook a review of all council-owned 

land that could be suitable for development. Six estates and list of development sites 

were then identified. We understand some estates were formally transferred from 

LBL’s HRA to HfL ownership to be taken forward by their development programme, 

although not all (as the transfer process is dependent on achieving certain 

development milestones). As noted above, HfL is currently paying a market rate for 

this land to ensure compliance with Subsidy Control rules and this valuation is 

determined by an independent valuer. 



Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

25 

Chapter Two: Conclusions 

Strategy 

2.61. The absence of a unified LBL housing strategy is notable. The absence of a clear 

strategy and associated standards for new homes mean that there is no internal 

benchmark by which to define or assess good practice, beyond delivery against the 

HfL Business Plan (which is outdated) and the Lambeth Local Plan. Given housing 

delivery is spread across different teams within the council and across HfL, this lack of 

unified strategy adds to a sense of fragmentation and means that some teams are 

working cross-purposes or operate in line with different objectives. A clear housing 

strategy could set the framework for other internal policies – including in relation to 

how council-owned land is prioritised for housing delivery or how decisions are made 

about which contractors to appoint. The absence of this more detailed policy 

framework can lead to protracted internal decision-making, whereby the council uses 

governance forums to debate the individual merits of a decision rather than to confirm 

compliance with an agreed policy framework.  

2.62. Related to the above, there is no clear statement or strategy regarding the 

Council’s preferred approach to securing more affordable homes. The council 

does not have a clear position as to whether it wants to increase the supply of council-

owned affordable homes, or whether it is agnostic to management and ownership 

arrangements. Related to this, the council is taking an ad hoc approach to purchasing 

or acquiring affordable homes including where these are built on council-owned land 

(including direct purchase through development agreements and Section 106 homes).  

Organisational structure 

2.63. Housing and engagement functions are spread across multiple teams and 

directorates, leading to fragmented decision-making, and contributing to poor 

communication with residents. Housing functions are spread across multiple teams 

and directorates – even within the council, and certainly between LBL and HFL. 

Governance forums are not working in a way that properly binds these functions 

together, nor does it enable effective scrutiny or accountability. This is particularly 

apparent in relation to engagement with residents that live on estates in HfL’s estate 

renewal programme, where residents reported fragmented communication from 

across the Council, including from HfL, the LBL Liveability Team and the LBL Resident 

Engagement Team, in respect of both estate renewal and housing management 

functions.  

2.64. Relevant to the above, it is unclear who is ultimately accountable for key 

aspects of LBL and HfL’s housing delivery programmes. This issue is particularly 

apparent in the case of management and oversight of HfL’s overall financial 

framework, in respect of engaging with residents on estate renewal programmes and 

in relation to the LBL client function – both in terms of acting as client to HfL and 

external partners (or potential external partners). Across both LBL and HfL, it is also 

unclear who is leading on affordable housing data reporting, which has made it 

challenging for the team to obtain consistent data about affordable housing starts and 
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completions over the course of this review. This lack of clarity in reporting has led to 

gaps in reporting to centralised GLA and other government datasets. 

2.65. HFL and LBL are not working as a unified team. There is a history of reported 

mutual hostility and relationship breakdown. While this has vastly improved in recent 

months with the appointment of a new senior team in HfL, relationships are not 

working as effectively as they could and – while there is evidence of good intent – 

there remains a lack of genuine partnership working across LBL and HfL. The 

prospect of genuine partnership working is only made more challenging by the lack of 

unifying housing strategy and fragmentation in housing responsibilities across different 

directorates and entities.  

Finance 

2.66. There are a range of senior finance officers working across LBL and HfL, but no 

clear accountability in terms of who has overall responsibility of the HfL 

programme. The HfL Board – together with the Ownership and Stewardship Panel, 

and the Housing Regeneration Board – have various responsibilities in terms of 

monitoring HfL finances for individual schemes and the wider programme. Within LBL, 

financial accountability for HfL is spread across the Council with various 

responsibilities as funder, shareholder and Board representative sitting across 

different officers and teams. However, there appears to be no overall owner regarding 

financial accountability of HfL’s programme. We also heard differing views about the 

quality of financial controls, as well as consistency in reporting of baseline financial 

information (such as monthly cashflows) to the HfL Board and to LBL to enable 

scrutiny. Some officers reported improvements, while others described reporting as 

poor. As a review team it was difficult to obtain financial information from HfL and LBL 

officers and the quality of some records we did see was poor. While there are quality 

issues at play, many officers in the Council and HfL are aware of these challenges and 

we did hear of efforts to address these. Improvements are clearly needed but it is 

important to keep these issues in perspective. 

2.67. LBL has been reluctant to borrow in the HRA, but this should be explored. The 

council presented mixed views about whether there would be sufficient borrowing 

capacity within the HRA to increase this approach to financing delivery. Like many 

councils across England, LBL is grappling with how to bring existing stock in the HRA 

up to building safety and environmental standards. Costs spent on accommodation for 

homeless households, including temporary accommodation, continue to put pressure 

on council finances. The council would benefit from taking a more holistic approach 

when considering its affordable housing finances, taking into account wider housing 

management costs, when considering how to finance the delivery of new homes. 

2.68. LBL and HfL have not made effective use of available GLA grant and a more 

robust programme management approach is required to ensure this grant is not 

lost in the future. As noted earlier, the delays to programme delivery to date mean 

that GLA has reduced most of its grant funding allocations to Lambeth Council. This is 

an unfortunate situation as the grant funding would have enabled social rent homes to 
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be delivered with less reliance on the Council’s own funds, or on private sales to cross 

subsidise aspects of the programme.  

2.69. HfL has made extremely limited progress to deliver its housing programme, 

which is presenting a risk to the repayment of the working capital loan. In LBL’s 

perspective, the overall long-term financial framework for HfL is not a cause for 

concern as the amount of loan that has been drawn down remains small. There is an 

expectation that it will ‘wash its own face’ given the longevity of the programme. It may 

be true that the risk is limited in the context of the council’s overall budget. However, 

few projects are on-site as expected, and the number of homes expected to be 

delivered against the original business plan has reduced. These risks could therefore 

be realised unless early action is taken on the programme, which will have significant 

consequences in terms of adding to existing pressures on the Council’s budget. 

2.70. The HfL Business Plan no longer reflects the realities of the market and has not 

recently been stress-tested. There are significant cost and regulatory pressures 

impacting current delivery. The 2020-2023 HfL Business Plan has not recently been 

stress-tested and does not currently account for the impact of rising construction costs 

nor reduced contractor risk appetite on the delivery of the programme. LBL decisions 

to release funding for individual projects are assessed against this outdated Business 

Plan, which means these decisions are not grounded in the reality of the current 

market. These issues will put pressure on both the development surplus and land 

values, due to cover the acquisition costs of the leaseholder property buy backs. The 

HfL Business Plan is also not updated annually to reflect changing circumstances and 

is now well adrift from reality.  

Governance 

2.71. The LBL client function to HFL is fragmented and poorly structured. The SGO 

directorate acts as the in-house primary client to HfL. However, in practice, these HfL 

client functions are spread across a variety of LBL teams – including housing, 

regeneration, finance and property. There are many touch points and no one effective 

forum where LBL can discharge its client function to HfL. 

2.72. The HfL Group Board does not have appropriate membership and is not 

providing effective scrutiny of HfL’s overall programme. The primary forums that 

oversee and make funding decisions about HfL’s programme are the HfL Board and 

the Ownership and Stewardship Panel. The HfL Board makes decisions to release 

funding at various ‘gateway’ stages. However, the quality and level of detail in the 

information presented to the HfL Board to enable funding releases was described by 

some board members as poor. We found that board decisions are not routinely 

scrutinised and there is a lack of independence in decision-making. In addition, there 

is a confusion of accountability, with three of the nine members of the HfL Board being 

LBL nominees. Outside of the HfL Board, the Ownership and Stewardship Panel 

operates as the HfL shareholder committee. However, it meets irregularly, has limited 

engagement with the HfL Board and is not effectively holding HfL to account. 
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2.73. In addition, LBL is not effectively scrutinising the HfL programme and there is 

no in-house investment committee to consider investment decisions across 

LBL in a consistent way. Instead, there are multiple committees that monitor the HfL 

housing programme (rather than make decisions). This approach also means that 

there are separate decision-making processes for LBL and HfL programmes, which 

may not be warranted (even where different delivery routes are being pursued). While 

LBL suggests issues sit with HfL’s reporting systems, the Council is ultimately 

responsible for scrutinising performance and setting governance. 

2.74. Governance processes are overly complex and unnecessarily slowing down 

housing delivery. Current multi-phase governance processes are challenging and 

can cause delays, which run counter to the objective of accelerating affordable 

housing delivery. The delays illustrated in the above 49 Brixton Station Road scheme 

show there is insufficient delegated decision-making to officers and a lack of 

streamlined decision-making processes. The issues we saw primarily relate to poor 

processes – including irregular meetings, a lack of a clear policy framework in which to 

make decisions and poor scrutiny mechanisms – rather than individual officers or 

members causing delays. We heard concerns raised that the current regulation of 

delegated decision processes is quite onerous in comparison to other local authorities. 

While we have not been able to do a relative comparison with other local authorities 

on the level of decisions and delegations, the Council may want to undertake a piece 

of work to examine how LBL could be brought in line with other local authorities. 

Approach to land 

2.75. LBL should adopt a more strategic approach to appraising land for 

development. There is currently no strategic approach to appraising land for 

development across sited held in the Council’s HRA and General Fund, although the 

Council has identified some sites for future development.  

2.76. A more unified approach to small sites is needed. The Council’s small sites are 

split across HfL and LBL, meaning that neither entity is currently taking a holistic view 

of sites across the Council’s programme. HfL is reportedly taking a portfolio approach 

to development of some sites, but overall we concluded that sites are being developed 

out ‘one-by-one’ which is limiting speed and efficiency of delivery. The Council 

obtained some GLA funding to utilise the Mayor’s Small Sites Small Builders 

programme, but this has not formed a major part of the Council’s programme or 

approach. 

2.77. LBL and HfL’s approach to land transfers is unnecessarily complex and costly. 

The procurement of independent valuers to cost council-owned land before it is 

transferred to a wholly owned subsidiary is an unnecessary cost to the council, 

recognising the need for Subsidy Control compliance.  
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3. Lambeth Council’s current routes to 
affordable housing delivery 

3.1. As noted earlier, Lambeth Council has to date employed three main routes to increase 

the delivery of affordable homes in Lambeth. These routes include are set out below. 

1. Affordable homes contributed through the planning system through 

section 106 requirements. These homes are enabled through the Lambeth 

Local Plan 2020-2035 and wider planning framework, and which has been 

reportedly aided by the introduction of the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and 

Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG).26 We conclude that this 

delivery route has been effective in securing affordable housing in Lambeth, 

which has been partially enabled by a strong in-house team.  

2. Affordable homes that are directly delivered by the council. HfL is the only 

part of the Council that is currently undertaking direct delivery of affordable 

homes. We note there is a spectrum of ‘direct delivery’ models. The most 

intensive form of direct delivery involves a council directly employing 

construction workers via a direct labour organisation. The HfL direct delivery 

model involves HfL officers project managing each development phase – from 

design, to planning, to construction and aftercare. The HfL direct delivery 

programme comprises six estate renewal schemes and a development sites 

programme. HfL has also purchased affordable homes from other developers, 

to let as council housing. We conclude that HfL’s delivery of affordable homes 

through this route has been poor, although we acknowledge recent 

improvements to the team. 

3. Affordable homes that are delivered in partnership with other private or 

public sector organisations. LBL enters into development agreements with 

external developers to deliver mixed-use developments, where a component of 

delivery is affordable housing. In most instances, these involve LBL providing 

land for development. The partner organisation is responsible for managing the 

development and providing a majority of funding. LBL is at the initial stage of 

building up in-house capacity to increase delivery through this route. This 

delivery route is in early days, with  only one development agreement secured 

through the new team structure but with potential for growth.27 

3.2. Since 2017, 2,447 affordable homes have been started in Lambeth overall, including 

over 1,000 new homes started at social rent levels (including London Affordable 

Rent).28 A vast majority (if not all) of these homes have been delivered through the 

 

26 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-and-

spgs/affordable-housing-and-viability-supplementary-planning-guidance-spg  

27 Not including the Your New Town Hall Project, which started in 2017. 

28 Refer Appendix 1. Of these 1,015 homes at ‘social rent levels’, at least 76 are social rent. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-and-spgs/affordable-housing-and-viability-supplementary-planning-guidance-spg
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-and-spgs/affordable-housing-and-viability-supplementary-planning-guidance-spg
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LBL planning system as 106 contributions or via GLA grant, with a majority in receipt 

of GLA grant. Since 2017, the LBL planning authority has granted permission for 

2,837 affordable homes to be built in Lambeth.29 

3.3. HfL has started 65 affordable homes via direct delivery, including 50 social rented 

homes. HfL has also purchased 180 affordable homes that were built by other parties 

via section 106 agreements, all of which are now council homes let at social rent.30  

3.4. LBL’s in-house teams have started 82 affordable homes, including 59 social rented 

homes, which have been delivered by third parties via development agreements. Most 

of these homes are being delivered through the Your New Town Hall project, which is 

expecting to deliver 78 affordable homes. 

3.5. A detailed breakdown of these affordable housing starts and their routes to delivery is 

set out in Appendix 1. Further detail about each of these delivery routes is outlined 

below, alongside a more detailed overview about HfL’s initial establishment and 

expected housing outcomes. 

Affordable homes delivered through the planning system 

3.6. The LBL planning system helps to secure affordable housing in Lambeth. The overall 

level of housing delivery in Lambeth is driven by a housing delivery target, which has 

recently been raised to 1,335 new additional homes per year and which the planning 

team has consistently met. This target is set by the Mayor’s London Plan 2021.31 

Organisations building 10 or more homes in Lambeth – including HfL and LBL – are 

then required by the planning system to deliver a portion of these homes as 

affordable. In most circumstances, 35 per cent of homes in a new development must 

be affordable or 50 per cent where the homes are being built on public land. 

3.7. As with other local planning authorities, the LBL planning department captures data 

about homes delivered through the planning system as planning permissions and 

completions, rather than starts. This form of monitoring makes it difficult to directly 

compare the success of the planning system in recent years to deliver affordable 

homes, when compared to other delivery routes. However, the table below outlines 

the number of affordable homes grants as part of full or outline permissions for 10 or 

more units, including additional affordable housing contributions.32  

3.8. The Lambeth Local Plan 2021 also sets the proportion and type of affordable homes 

that need to be delivered through this framework. Where affordable homes are being 

delivered through the planning system, LBL set a tenure split requirement of 70 per 

cent of homes to be low cost rented homes (social rent or London Affordable Rent) 

and 30 per cent intermediate housing. This responds to the London Plan approach, 

 

29 Housing Development Pipeline Report 2020/21 (lambeth.gov.uk) 

30 Refer Appendix 1 for further detail on these figures. 

31 For the 10-year period 2019/20 to 2028/29. 

32 Housing Development Pipeline Report 2020/21 (lambeth.gov.uk). 

https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-12/pl-HDPR-2020-21.pdf
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-12/pl-HDPR-2020-21.pdf
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which requires a minimum of 30 per cent of affordable homes to be low-cost rent, 30 

per cent intermediate and the remaining 40 per cent to be based on local evidence of 

need. The emphasis on delivering a majority low-cost rented homes is based on 

evidence about significant need for this type of housing in Lambeth, particularly social 

rent. We understand this framework is working well to deliver additional social rented 

homes, including in tandem with the Mayor’s threshold approach to viability. 

3.9. The table shows that the planning function is performing well in delivering against its 

commitments to build new homes and to securing affordable homes, despite a recent 

slowdown. The LBL planning team attribute this recent dip to the macro-economic 

impacts of the pandemic and subsequent inflationary pressures, which was also 

reflected in discussions with housing associations and developers – many of whom 

noted that affordable housing delivery is simply not viable in today’s market. These 

changes re-enforce the importance for a pro-active plan-led approach to housing 

delivery, which is currently being employed by the LBL planning team. 

Table 1: Affordable units granted through the LBL planning system 

Year Total residential units 

approved (gross) 

Total affordable units 

approved (on and off-site) 

Affordable homes 

as % of all units 

2017/18 1,395 323 23% 

2018/19 2,015 645 32% 

2019/20 4,100 1,658 40% 

2020/21 674 211 31% 

Total 8,184 2,837 - 

 

3.10. The table above shows the number of affordable homes approved through the 

planning permission, rather than the number of affordable homes started, as these 

figures best demonstrate performance against Lambeth Council’s housing delivery 

test target (as explained above). Since 2017, there have been at least 2,447 

affordable homes started in Lambeth, which shows that Lambeth Council is also 

performing well in terms of securing affordable housing starts through the planning 

system – ranking 13th in terms of delivery compared to other London local 

authorities.33 

3.11. A broad range of private developers, registered providers and public sector 

landowners delivering affordable housing in Lambeth spoke highly of the LBL planning 

team. The LBL planning team themselves are eager to involve themselves more 

closely in the council’s housing programme and to be viewed as an enabler, rather 

 

33 Refer Appendix 1 for a more detailed breakdown of these figures. 
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than regulator. Earlier involvement could involve closer collaboration at the outset – to 

advise on site selection, optimisation and synergies with wider development activities.  

3.12. A positive example of affordable housing that is being secured through the planning 

system is the redevelopment of Lambeth Hospital on Landor Road, which is being led 

by the South London and Maudsley (SLAM) NHS Foundation Trust. This project is 

expecting to deliver 550 homes on the hospital site with close accessibility to transport 

amenities, including 50 per cent affordable (70 per cent of these affordable homes as 

social rent). This programme is linked to a decant of the hospital site in April 2023 and 

the housebuilding will commence once the hospital has been fully re-established 

elsewhere. Resolution to grant planning permission for the scheme has been secured 

and final planning processes are nearing completion.  

3.13. The SLAM team reported positive engagement with the LBL planning team and the 

LBL Oversight and Scrutiny Committee to progress the project, with the council 

performing an effective scrutiny function to ensure the health needs of the local 

community will still be met. The project has strong community buy-in and, while SLAM 

will still need to secure a development partner to build out the project, this is a good 

example of LBL working in partnership with local public sector landowners to bring 

forward significant new affordable homes to meet local housing need. SLAM also 

reported two other sites in their ownership that could provide affordable housing but 

were unable to identify the right client team within LBL – outside of the planning 

department – to help move along the development. Several of these sites were unable 

to progress due to viability challenges, which could potentially be overcome with 

access to GLA grant funding. 

3.14. The LBL planning team also set environmental standards for new affordable homes. 

As per London Plan requirements, Lambeth requires new homes to meet an on-site 

carbon reduction of at least 35 per cent beyond 2013 Building Regulations on major 

developments. The forthcoming Future Homes Standard will impose more stringent 

environmental standards, which are expected to be introduced in 2025. The planning 

team recognises that the council needs to do more to prepare for this change. 

3.15. The LBL Sustainability Team currently produces an annual emissions report. This 

report includes emissions outputs from council-led schemes, although HfL 

developments are excluded. The planning team has observed that as HfL has moved 

to deliver more challenging schemes the environmental performance and overall 

design quality of these homes has begun to suffer. We posit that LBL – whether HfL or 

the in-house team – should work more closely with the LBL planning team from the 

outset to ensure that re-design of schemes to address viability challenges does not 

lead to a compromise on design or sustainability considerations. Ultimately, 

sustainability and affordability need not be traded off against each other if an effective 

approach to site optimisation, efficient design and construction can be applied from 

the outset. The success of such a plan-led approach is predicated on the existence of 

a well-resourced, skilled in-house team being in place. 

3.16. Officers in SGO expressed an interest to explore whether payment in lieu could be 

granted for affordable housing, particularly north of the borough where land values are 

high, as a way to generate income for delivery of affordable housing elsewhere. Such 
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an approach could lead to a reduction in the mix of social housing across different 

parts of the borough (including at a scheme level). This is a major trade-off and a 

political choice for the Council. 

The story of HfL’s establishment 

3.17. In 2014, the Lambeth Council administration publicly pledged to build 1,000 extra 

homes at council rent by 2019. In 2014, the council began to explore the merits of 

setting up a council-owned company – commonly referred to as a ‘special purpose 

vehicle’ (SPV) – to deliver against this ambition. At the time, many other local 

authorities were in a similar position to LBL and were establishing SPVs to mitigate 

the perceived limitations of direct delivery and to avoid reliance on the private sector. 

3.18. LBL believed that delivering affordable housing through an SPV would bring about the 

following benefits and efficiencies: 34 

• Councils delivering housing through an SPV were not constrained by limitations 

imposed by the HRA borrowing cap (which was eventually lifted in 2018) and 

wider HRA rules (including applicability of RtB).  

• Delivering housing outside of a council’s HRA enabled councils to operate in a 

more commercial way, including by building and managing a broader range of 

mixed-tenure housing, including market rented housing. This provided an 

opportunity for councils to generate additional revenue and to act as a more 

ethical landlord to private rented homes – including by offering long-term 

tenancies and rent stability. 

• Delivery of a broader range of tenures via an SPV meant that councils could 

reinvest any surpluses generated for the benefit of local people. This was 

perceived as shifting away from the typical development approach, which would 

often see 15-20 per cent of development costs taken as profit by private sector 

developers.  

3.19. At the time, the establishment of SPVs was a relatively recent phenomenon – partially 

spurred by a surge of council tenants exercising their RtB and changes to financing 

rules generated through the introduction of the Localism Act. As such, the success of 

SPVs in achieving these objectives at the time was relatively untested. There was also 

limited understanding about issues regarding supply chain management, recognising 

that many volume housebuilders had arrangements with sub-contractors built up over 

many years to achieve economies of scale. It was not understood at the time that this 

type of supply chain management could not be achieved quickly and would require a 

large development programme to do so. 

3.20. In October 2015, LBL’s Cabinet approved a decision to establish HfL. The overarching 

objective of HfL was to contribute to the council’s pledge to build additional homes at 

council rent. HfL would deliver this additional housing through a combination of estate 

regeneration programmes and delivery on small sites. It was also envisioned that HfL 

 

34 Homes for Lambeth an SPV for Lambeth.pdf 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s77350/Homes%20for%20Lambeth%20an%20SPV%20for%20Lambeth.pdf


Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

34 

would take an active role in delivering complementary regeneration, commercial and 

infrastructure developments. HfL would bring in alternative sources of finance, 

including from pension funds, to help pay for this programme. At the time, LBL Cabinet 

was clear that HfL’s estate renewal programme would enable significant additional 

affordable housing – including more homes at social rent.  

3.21. LBL set HfL’s initial development portfolio, which included acquiring stock through 

section 106 transactions and overseeing one development project on Somerleyton 

Road (which has since returned to the Council). It was intended HfL would then 

progress rapidly to the delivery of further schemes – including the regeneration of 

Cressingham Gardens, Knight’s Walk, South Lambeth and Westbury estates.35 Two 

additional estates, Central Hill and Fenwick, were introduced to the programme later.  

3.22. LBL Cabinet expected that HfL would establish its own Registered Provider (RP) to 

manage the homes it built and acquired. Cabinet also approved the establishment of 

the HfL Board, which would work with council officers to develop a business plan and 

confirm specific business plans for individual developments. The Council would be 

responsible approving individual schemes. Going forward, it was envisioned the 

council would continue to have a role in developing masterplans and identifying 

additional sites for HfL to develop, including sites outside of council ownership.36 

However, beyond these functions, there was limited initial consideration given to 

governance and formal contractual arrangements HfL would share with the Council to 

ensure clarity on roles and responsibilities across the two entities. 

Initial HfL configuration and governance (2015-2017) 

3.23. HfL spent its first two years establishing its governance and organisational structures. 

In 2017, HfL Group Limited was incorporated as a company – 100 per cent owned by 

LBL. It was established as a parent company of the following three sub-companies, all 

of which remain in operation today:  

• HfL Build, which is responsible for building homes and taking forward the estate 

regeneration programme. It was expected that HfL Build would deliver a mix of 

affordable and market homes, the latter of which would be sold to the open market 

to generate subsidy.  

• HfL Homes, which is an RP. It is responsible for purchasing affordable homes 

delivered by HfL Build and managing these on behalf of the council – including 

shared ownership homes, other affordable rented properties and section 106 

homes. LBL also separately manages a significant number of council homes 

through its HRA. LBL had previously managed its housing stock through Lambeth 

Living, a now defunct RP that was reintegrated into the council in 2015. HfL 

Homes are currently managing 150 affordable homes, with LBL responsible for 

day-to-day management and repairs of these homes (following a period where 

 

35 Homes for Lambeth an SPV for Lambeth.pdf 

36 Homes for Lambeth an SPV for Lambeth.pdf 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s77350/Homes%20for%20Lambeth%20an%20SPV%20for%20Lambeth.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s77350/Homes%20for%20Lambeth%20an%20SPV%20for%20Lambeth.pdf
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housing management and repairs were outsourced by HfL Homes to a third-party 

organisation, Pinnacle). 

• HfL Living, which is a housing management company responsible for managing 

private rented sector (PRS) properties. This includes homes the council is 

purchasing that were previously sold under Right to Buy, which are let on Assured 

Shorthold Tenancies (AST) to help generate an income stream to fund the costs 

of acquisitions. It also manages homes on estates that the council has purchased 

as part of its buy-back programme. In 2022, HfL Living currently leases 125 

homes through this company. 

3.24. As set out in Chapter Two above, HfL Group has its own Board and the three HfL sub-

companies established their own individual boards.  

HfL business plan (2017-2020) 

3.25. In March 2020, HfL published its first and only comprehensive business plan – the 

Homes for Lambeth Business Plan (2020-2023).37 This business plan was 

underpinned by a longer-term 25-year financial framework, approved by the HfL Board 

and the council. The council and HfL report they are currently in the process of 

drafting a new business plan for 2023-2026. The sections below summarise key 

objectives of the business plan, as they were initially defined in 2020. 

3.26. The business plan set the following affordable housing objectives for HfL: 

• To start 1,085 homes between 2020-2025, including 670 homes to be started by 

the end of 2021/22. These figures included some market homes but excluded 

section 106 acquisitions. 

• In addition to these homes, to start work on a further 461 homes between 2020-

2023 across each of the six estate regeneration schemes – including homes that 

were expected to be rebuilt following demolition. All estates (including 

demonstrator projects) were expected to be on-site by 2021/22. 

• To build over 1,000 social rented council homes over the ‘lifetime of the 

programme’, which we understand to be the period from 2020 to 2040. 

3.27. These delivery figures have been revised each year through HfL and LBL’s Joint 

Delivery Plan (JDP), which is approved by Cabinet. The below table summarises the 

changes in the HfL delivery programme between the 2020-2023 HfL Business Plan 

and the March 2022 JDP, in terms of expected delivery between 2020 and 2040. 

 

 

 

37 pl-HfL_business_plan_2020_to_2023.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk) 

https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-07/pl-HfL_business_plan_2020_to_2023.pdf
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Table 2: HfL – Expected affordable housing delivery 

 Private 

sale 

Social 

rent 

London 

Affordable Rent 
Intermediate Total 

2020 Business Plan 2,786 1,070 105 701 4,662 

21/22 JDP 2,863 1,312 53 710 4,938 

Net changes +77 +242 -52 +9 +276 

 

3.28. Accounting for homes lost through demolition, the most recent JDP shows that the 

overall programme is expecting to deliver a net increase of 1,161 affordable homes. A 

majority of this net affordable housing uplift is expected to be intermediate homes 

(710), with fewer social rent homes (398). The HfL programme also intends to deliver 

2,400 private sale homes, which shows a major reliance on cross-subsidy. The table 

below presents these figures in more detail. 

Table 3: HfL – Expected affordable housing uplift 

 

Private sale Social rent 

London 

Affordable 

Rent 

Intermediate Total 

21/22 JDP 2,863 1,312 53 710 4,938 

Existing homes 463 914 0 0 1,377 

Affordable 

housing uplift 

+2,400 +398 +53 +710 +3,561 

Affordable 

housing uplift – 

Total 

+2,400 +1,161 +3,561 

 

3.29. There is some inconsistency in how the original HfL Business Plan set out its 

affordable housing targets. At times it presents its expected programme and 

associated targets as ‘starts’, while in other places commits to ‘building’ homes (which 

we infer as completions).  

3.30. The HfL Business Plan sets out a high-level financial model for HfL, as set out in more 

detail in Chapter Two. The business plan envisioned that considerable income would 

be generated from rents and sales. It also intended to fund its programme via grants 

from the GLA. In the longer-term it was expected that HfL would become fully self-

financing. The business plan noted that the HfL Board would be responsible for 

monitoring the company’s finances and external risks, under oversight of the council.  
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3.31. The HfL business plan also set out a range of wider strategic objectives and 

commitments in delivering its programme, including a commitment for all homes to go 

further than LBL environmental sustainability planning requirements – that is, for all 

homes built by HfL to achieve a minimum of 35 per cent reduction in on-site carbon, 

and ideally going 10-15 per cent further than this, using the Future Homes Standard 

as a starting point. It is hard to assess HfL’s performance against this target given it 

has completed so few homes at this stage in their development programme. However, 

HfL reports positive environmental sustainability outcomes for Knight’s Walk Phase I, 

which has achieved over 37 per cent better than building regulations and the adoption 

of Passivhaus design principles (although the homes do not meet the full Passivhaus 

standard). 

HfL organisational structure 

3.32. HfL currently employs 69 permanent staff, as well as 15 vacancies. The HfL team 

includes: 

• 15 development and pre-development staff 

• 12 operations staff, including resident engagement staff 

• 7 direct finance staff. 

3.33. Following the resignation of the former Chief Executive of HfL and the former Chief 

Executive of LBL in in April 2022, a new HfL executive team has been installed. All of 

the current HfL executive team members are interim, including the current Interim 

Chief Executive, who is on secondment from the LBL. Working relations between LBL 

and HfL have significantly improved since these changes have been made. 

3.34. As noted in Chapter Two, LBL has a separate Housing and Homelessness Division 

(which sits within the Resident Services Directorate) and a Regeneration and Housing 

Growth Department (that sits within the SGO Directorate), both of which sit outside of 

HfL. LBL has a Liveability Team and a Neighbourhood and Estates team sitting within 

the Housing and Homelessness Division. LBL staff from both divisions are involved in 

day-to-day engagement activities with residents across HfL’s estates portfolio.  

HfL – Delivery programme 

3.35. To date, HfL has contracted on the following homes across its development sites and 

estate renewal programmes: 

• Commenced construction on 65 affordable homes across two development sites 

and one estate – Hydethorpe Road (6 affordable, 2 social rent), Patmos Lodge (13 

affordable, 7 social rent), South Lambeth Phase I (30 homes, 25 social rent). HfL 

also commenced and completed construction on 16 affordable homes at Knights 

Walk Phase I, all of which are social rent. All of the schemes on-site are 

experiencing delivery challenges, as set out below. 

• Acquired 180 affordable homes delivered via the planning system as section 106 

contributions. These acquisitions include 70 homes at Lollard Street, 64 homes at 

Westbury (Phase I), all of which are social rent. HfL will also be acquiring 46 social 
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rent homes at Fenwick South, which are currently being delivered by TfL and are 

expected to be complete in 2024. 

3.36. Delivery has clearly fallen short of the housing targets set in the HfL Business Plan 

2020-2023. LBL and HfL cite a range of issues in explaining this shortfall – including 

issues obtaining planning consent, challenges to implementing risk management 

processes between HfL and the Council, and the impact of the pandemic. While these 

issues are all common to the development sector, elsewhere delivery has been 

achieved. In the most recent JDP in March 2022, HfL’s housing delivery target 

reduced to 194 homes to be completed between 2020-2023, with 170 of these homes 

to be let at social rent.  

HfL estate renewal programme 

3.37. In 2012, Lambeth’s Cabinet agreed to initiate an estate regeneration programme, 

including renewal of Cressingham Gardens Estate with identification of further estates 

to follow. The basis for commencing an estate renewal programme was in recognition 

that several estates in Lambeth ownership did not meet structural standards, and the 

cost of refurbishing these estates could not be reasonably met by the council. The 

council also noted these estates had capacity to provide much needed additional 

housing. 38 

3.38.  In 2012, Lambeth Council agreed it would deliver dedicated programmes based 

around individual estate plans, with residents at the heart of proposals. This work was 

initially to be led through LBL’s in-house Estate Regeneration Team. The intention 

was for development partners to be procured by March 2014 and for the renewal to 

commence shortly thereafter.39  

3.39. As noted above, Cressingham Gardens was the first estate identified for renewal in 

October 2012 and some initial consultation with residents of the estate was 

undertaken prior to 2012.40 This initial notification period was poorly managed, with 

some residents reporting to the panel that they learnt about the renewal plans 

indirectly before receiving formal notification from the Council. In February 2014, the 

council commenced consultation activities with residents to work through five options 

for renewal – Options 1, 2 and 3 concerning refurbishment and Options 4 and 5 

offering partial and full demolition. In March 2016 LBL confirmed it would undertake 

full demolition of the estate, following an initial judicial review challenge.  

3.40. In December 2014, Lambeth Council published details about the remaining five 

estates that would be subject to renewal and their phasing.41 These included: 

• Phase I: Fenwick Estate, Central Hill and Cressingham Gardens. 

• Phase II: Knight’s Walk, South Lambeth and Westbury Estate. 

 

38 06 Estate Regen Final_22 10 12_NV.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk) – Lambeth Cabinet Paper, October 2012. 

39 06 Estate Regen Final_22 10 12_NV.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk) – Lambeth Cabinet Paper, October 2012. 

40 06 Estate Regen Final_22 10 12_NV.pdf (lambeth.gov.uk), Paragraph 2.8. 

41 03_Lambeth Estate Regeneration and Housing Delivery - December 2014 v3 docx.pdf 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/(S(0kjqjr45wr43cz455kfx2o45))/documents/s50180/06%20Estate%20Regen%20Final_22%2010%2012_NV.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/(S(0kjqjr45wr43cz455kfx2o45))/documents/s50180/06%20Estate%20Regen%20Final_22%2010%2012_NV.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s50180/06%20Estate%20Regen%20Final_22%2010%2012_NV.pdf
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s70441/03_Lambeth%20Estate%20Regeneration%20and%20Housing%20Delivery%20-%20December%202014%20v3%20docx.pdf
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3.41. This announcement kickstarted a period of consultation with residents led by LBL 

across the estates. The council also published its Key Guarantees to residents in July 

2015, which remain in place today (with some reported changes) and are accessible 

online. The full estate renewal programme was subsequently transferred to HfL to take 

forward from 2017.  

3.42. The table below sets out the status of the six estates in HfL’s wider delivery 

programme. It shows which of the six estates have up-to-date options appraisals, 

masterplans and viability assessments, listed in order of most to least progressed. We 

recognise that several estates have had options appraisals, masterplans and viability 

assessments completed in the past but some of these are now significantly out of 

date, as reflected in the table below. Further detail about the status of each of these 

six estates is set out at Appendix 7. 

Table 4: Overview of HfL estate renewal programme 

 Up-to-date 

options 

appraisal 

Up-to-date 

masterplan 

Up-to-date 

viability 

Commenced 

on-site 

Westbury ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

South Lambeth ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Knight’s Walks ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Central Hill x x x x 

Fenwick x x x x 

Cressingham Gardens x x x x 

 

3.43. The table above shows that HfL’s progress against the estate renewal programme has 

been slow and is facing significant viability challenges. It also shows there are three 

‘front-running’ estates that are on-site and three estates that are significantly behind, 

the latter of which all require new options appraisals and masterplans (although a new 

options appraisal for Central Hill is currently underway).  

3.44. The three ‘front-running estates’ – Westbury, Knight’s Walk and South Lambeth – 

have significantly progressed. Across these estates many residents have either 

elected to move off the estate or have moved into the Phase I development. Residents 

of these estates have not been subject to ballot to date. We would not attempt to 

summarise the views of all residents across these estates. However, it would be fair to 

conclude that there is some support for these developments to continue, so long as 

the Council communicates more clearly its plans to residents and makes effort to 

minimise disruption. 
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3.45. Westbury and Knight’s Walk have both completed Phase I of their programmes. Both 

schemes are experiencing viability challenges and are likely to require additional 

funding to progress. A large number of residents have moved off both estates, 

meaning that the schemes can progress swiftly to Phase II if viability issues can be 

resolved. Residents who have recently moved into new homes across the two estates 

report these homes to be well-designed and comfortable, although with some 

accessibility issues – including issues with working intercoms and electronic doors.  

3.46. Phase I of South Lambeth has commenced but not completed. There have been 

significant issues with the delivery of Phase I of the South Lambeth estate, as reported 

by both HfL and residents of the estate. Multiple phases of construction work 

commenced concurrently during the Covid-19 lockdown, which was poorly 

communicated by HfL and was severely disruptive for residents. HfL also report there 

has been significant overspending to deliver this part of the estate, with few financial 

controls in place to manage this overspend. 

3.47. The remaining three estates – Central Hill, Fenwick and Central Gardens – are much 

less further progressed. Across the three estates, some favour redevelopment but 

some are very opposed – particularly in Central Hill and Cressingham Gardens, where 

there is vocal opposition.  

3.48. Of the three estates that are further behind, Central Hill is the most progressed. HfL is 

in the process of refreshing the 2017 options appraisal for Central Hill, with hopes to 

significantly increase the number of social rented homes. HfL have also established a 

Resident Engagement Panel and commissioned a joint communications plan to help 

with engagement activities. HfL suggest that the range and extent of structural issues 

– including poor accessibility, draining and insulation – mean that refurbishment is not 

affordable nor an environmentally sustainable alternative to demolition, although this 

will need to be tested through an updated stock condition survey. 

3.49. Fenwick is also significantly behind schedule, although TfL are delivering 46 homes 

(100% social rent) on an adjacent site, Fenwick South. The Council is expecting to 

purchase and manage these homes from TfL. HfL attribute the delays in commencing 

works on Fenwick Place to HfL previously leading on a procurement process that was 

non-compliant with public sector procurement regulations, which then had to be 

disbanded. The most recent options appraisal for Fenwick estate was undertaken in 

2017 and is now out of date. HfL intend to commence the Fenwick programme this 

year and have established a resident group. HfL intends to communicate with Fenwick 

and to work with them to establish masterplan options. However, residents of Fenwick 

estate report the timing of these next stages feels unclear and that timelines are 

frequently changed and pushed back. 

3.50. Cressingham Gardens is the furthest behind and is not expected to have a new 

masterplan in place before August 2025. The Council acknowledges that all prior 

options appraisals and masterplans are now out-of-date, with no internal work 

underway to update these. Residents have actively campaigned against the Council’s 

plans to renew the estate and have brought forward four judicial reviews against the 

Council. In 2015, the council was directed by the courts to reconsult with residents of 

Cressingham Gardens. Residents subsequently produced ‘The People’s Plan’, which 
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is presented as a resident-led alternative to demolition. The plan proposes 

refurbishing all homes to the Lambeth Housing Standard and building 38 additional 

homes in carpark and infill spaces on the site. In 2016, the Council assessed the 

People’s Plan and found the proposal to be unviable and otherwise unworkable, with 

conclusions published to the Council’s website.42 In 2019, the then Housing Minister 

agreed to a stock transfer of the Cressingham Gardens Estate to the community via a 

Right to Transfer, although this has not completed.  

3.51. Many of the estates will require GLA grant to be viable. HfL was previously successful 

in securing GLA grant through the Mayor’s AHP 2016-23 programme for five of the six 

estates – Central Hill being the exception – with all funding contracts signed in 2017. 

However, in 2020, the GLA withdrew £35m in AHP grant for Westbury, Fenwick and 

Cressingham Gardens due to lack of progress. HfL is also funding South Lambeth 

(Phase II) and Knight’s Walk (Phase II) via the GLA’s Right to Buy ringfence 

programme, which is currently winding down. If these schemes are not started by 

March 2023, this grant funding allocation may be lost.  

3.52. Original AHP grant contracts were signed prior to the introduction of the Mayor’s 

resident ballot in 2018, which requires any landlord seeking GLA funding for estate 

regeneration projects that involve demolition of social housing to show that residents 

have supported these proposals through a ballot. At the time, HfL was successful in 

securing exemptions to ballot for Westbury (Phase I and II), Knight’s Walk (Phase I 

and 2) and South Lambeth Estate (Phase I and II) on the grounds that planning 

permission was secured prior to the introduction of the policy. However, the GLA could 

remove these exemptions, particularly if planning lapses or they otherwise lose their 

grant allocation.  

3.53. The GLA has also confirmed that Central Hill, Fenwick and future phases of Westbury 

and South Lambeth are unlikely to receive GLA grant in the future if there is no 

resident ballot. The GLA has also not allocated grant to fund any phases of 

Cressingham Gardens, noting the prospect of funding in the absence of a ballot and in 

current circumstances is highly unlikely. Lambeth Council has publicly stated that it will 

progress its estate renewal schemes even in the absence of GLA grant, although 

more recently advised the review panel that it recognises the importance of balloting 

residents and will be taking forward ballots for all of these estates.43 This is a welcome 

clarification of LBL’s position.  

 

 

 

 

 

42 Decision - Investing in better neighbourhoods and building the homes we need to house the people of 

Lambeth – Cressingham Gardens Estate | Lambeth Council 

43 Inside Housing - News - GLA funding withdrawn for three major council estate regeneration schemes 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?AIId=30860
https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?AIId=30860
https://www.insidehousing.co.uk/news/news/gla-funding-withdrawn-for-three-major-council-estate-regeneration-schemes-68045
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3.54. As outlined earlier in this report, Lambeth Council and HfL have both committed to 

delivering more affordable homes through its estate renewal programme. The estate 

renewal programme is HfL’s main mechanism to deliver affordable homes and 

delivers the greatest quantum of new homes, when counting those that are rebuilt 

following demolition.44  

3.55. The table below sets out the net projected social rent uplift across the six estate 

renewal programmes. The figures in the table below were provided to us by Lambeth 

Council and relate to figures presented in the Council’s most recent JDP, although the 

Council expressed an ambition to go further in terms of overall social rent uplift across 

the schemes. The Council has also indicated that there are more recent numbers that 

demonstrate a higher proportion of social rent uplift across several estates that point 

to a total net addition of at least 70 social rent homes, which show a development from 

the figures in the published JDP.  

3.56. As noted in Table 2 above, several estate renewal programmes have out-of-date 

options appraisals, which indicates further changes to the proposed tenure mix is 

likely. However, in the panel’s view it is highly unlikely that the projected number of 

affordable homes will increase substantially, given rising development costs, sale risks 

and changes to the estate renewal policy landscape.  

Table 5: Projected uplift in social rented homes across the six estates45 

 Existing social rent 

homes 

Target social 

rented homes 

Projected social 

rent uplift 

Westbury 48 99 +51 

South Lambeth 59 51 -8 

Knight’s Walks 17 16 -1 

Central Hill 318 320 +2 

Fenwick 264 258 -6 

Cressingham Gardens 208 210 +2 

Total 914 954 +40 

 

44 See Appendix 6 for breakdown of affordable homes expected across programmes. 

45 The above figures were provided to us by LBL officers and underpin figures included in the Council’s 2022 JDP. We 

recognise that these figures may change given the absence of up-to-date masterplans for several estates. LBL has 

expressed an intention to increase the number of social rented homes across the estates. The Council has indicated 

that there are more recent numbers that demonstrate a higher proportion of social rent homes across several estates 

that point to a total net addition of at least 70 homes, which show a development from the figures in the published JDP.  
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3.57. The table above does not include the wider affordable housing uplift across the six 

estates – that is, the projected increase in London Affordable Rent, London Living 

Rent and Shared Ownership homes. Applying this wider definition of affordable 

housing, Lambeth Council projects an overall affordable housing uplift of 691 homes 

across the estates, including social rent (40), London Affordable Rent (53), London 

Living Rent (58) and Shared Ownership (540) homes. There will also be additional 

market homes provided across all the estates. Further information about the current 

tenures on the estates and wider affordable housing uplift is at Appendix 8. 

3.58. Based on the figures above, Westbury Estate is the only estate that will bring a 

sizeable net uplift in social rented homes. Three of the estates are projected to see a 

decrease in the number of social rented homes, which LBL will be aware is out-of-step 

with policies set out in the London Plan 2021 and the Lambeth Local Plan. These 

planning policies require affordable housing floorspace on estate regeneration 

schemes to be replaced on an equivalent basis – that is, any social rented homes that 

are lost must be re-provided.46 

3.59. LBL is leading activities to purchase homes and rehouse residents across these six 

estates to progress the renewal. To date, it is not clear how many leaseholds have 

been purchased, although the JDP from March 2022 suggests 104 homes are 

‘forecast to be let as ASTs’ which indicates it is around 100 homes. The council has 

refurbished some of these homes for them to be let as temporary accommodation. 

Other residents are aware of these refurbishments taking place and this has caused 

tension given the poor conditions of other existing homes on the estates and given the 

intention to demolish these homes in the future. 275 additional leaseholds will need to 

be purchased, either with support from residents or via CPO, to enable the full renewal 

programme to be taken forward. 81 social housing tenants have also chosen to be 

rehoused elsewhere in the borough. 

3.60. Outside of the Council’s Local Letting Plans which are set in the lead up to practical 

completion for each scheme or phase, we are not aware of any allocation strategy that 

provides a framework for managing the decanting and re-housing process for 

residents that are voluntarily moving off the estate (or via CPO). It is understood that 

decanting and re-housing activities are undertaken across the six estates at the same 

time, rather than estate-by-estate basis or in line with a development timetable.  

HfL development sites programme 

3.61. In addition to the estate renewal programme, HfL oversees a smaller programme of 

eleven development sites. These typically smaller sites were initially identified by LBL 

and handed over to HfL to take forward following its initial establishment. The purpose 

of this transfer of sites was to deliver some quick-wins and build some momentum 

around the HfL programme. A full summary of HfL’s development sites programme is 

set out below. 

 

46 See Policy H11 of the Lambeth Plan 2021.  
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Table 6: HfL development sites programme 

 Scheme name Projected 

number of 

homes 

Delivery status 

1 Angell Town 18, 18 affordable 
(100%) 

On hold. 

2 Jonathan & 

Orsett Street 

67, 29 affordable 
(43%) 

Planning permission obtained. Start on site 

expected November 2023. 

3 Denby Court 141, 63 affordable 

(45%) 

Resolution to grant planning permission, 

subject to completion of a S106 and GLA 

referral) procurement of contractor 

underway. Aiming to start on site in March 

2023. 

4 Hemans Close 4, 4 affordable 
(100%) 

On hold due to design.  

5 Hydethorpe 

Road 

14, 6 affordable 
(43%) 

Construction started. 

6 Larkhall 127, 57 affordable 
(45%) 

Resolution to grant planning permission 

(subject to completion of a S106 and GLA 

referral). Expected start-on-site in 2023.  

7 Patmos Lodge 31, 13 affordable 
(42%) 

Construction started. 

8 Fenwick Place 27, 24 affordable 
(89%) 

Planning permission obtained. 

9 Trinity Rise 20, 20 affordable 
(100%) 

On hold pending vacant possession. 

10 Wootton Street 36, 17 affordable 
(47%) 

Re-design required due to design 

considerations. 

11 Roman Rise 31 – 31 affordable  

(100%) 
Contractor selected. Start on site targeted 

for October 2022. 

 

3.62. The table above shows that HfL has started construction on two of its schemes – 

Hydethorpe Road and Patmos Lodge. HfL also has five schemes in the ‘pipeline’ that 

are expected to start on site shortly. These include Roman Rise in 2022, as well as 

Denby Court, Larkhall, Jonathan & Orsett Street and Wootton Street in 2023.  

3.63. Hydethorpe was the first development site scheme that HfL is directly delivering 

outside of its estate programme, in terms of acquiring the land and directly procuring 

the contractor. There have been significant issues in the delivery of this scheme. We 

have provided more detail about the Hydethorpe scheme at Confidential Appendix A 

(which is not published in this report for commercial reasons).  
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3.64. Other HfL schemes have also experienced delivery issues, which can be at least 

partially attributed to poor working practices within HfL in the past. For example, 

Roman Rise – which can be viewed as a demonstrator or infill project on the Central 

Hill Estate – faced major delays, primarily due to HfL failing to factor in the need to 

install a new electricity substation to facilitate the development. This oversight has 

been largely resolved, but the timing delay resulted in an increase to the contract price 

that had to be re-approved by HfL’s Board, leading to further delays. It is important to 

note that the new HfL executive team is working to rectify these issues.  

HfL Homes and HfL Living 

3.65. HfL Homes was established in 2017 as a limited liability company. HfL Homes initially 

purchased some affordable homes as ‘seed equity’, in efforts to help build up its 

affordable housing portfolio, with an intention it would manage the homes built by HfL 

Build in the longer-term. In April 2019, HfL Homes initially purchased and managed 70 

affordable homes that had been built by Canary Wharf Group via section 106 

commitments on Lollard Street. HfL did not have any input into the design of these 

homes, which presented issues with quality. HfL Homes acquired an additional 64 

homes at Westbury (Phase I) and 16 homes at Knight’s Walk (Phase I), bringing its 

total stock to 150 homes.  

3.66. HfL initially sub-contracted its housing management and repairs services to a private 

company, Pinnacle, but this contract was discontinued due issues with service 

provision. LBL’s housing management and repairs service now manages HfL’s 

properties on behalf of HfL. This creates a highly complex internal operating 

arrangement, whereby LBL transfers land to HfL Build to build homes, which are 

purchased by HfL Homes and then managed by LBL.  

3.67. As noted earlier, it was initially proposed that HfL Living would let homes at market 

rents and this would help to generate income to cross-subsidise development. 

However, HfL Living is currently only managing a small number of homes – limited to 

those that have been purchased through the councils buy-back programme – the net 

income from which is returned to the council with no management fee payable to HfL 

Living. There is no clear or compelling reason why these homes cannot be managed 

by the council in its General Fund, particularly as HfL Living is not expecting to 

significantly grow its housing stock in the short to medium term. LBL may wish to 

obtain additional advice to ensure any stock transfer adhered to tenancy and 

management rules. 

LBL – In-house functions and development agreements 

3.68. Unlike HfL, the LBL in-house team does not undertake ‘direct delivery’. Rather, they 

procure partners via development agreements and partnership working. The team sits 

separately to HfL and has a greater focus on mixed-use schemes on more complex 

sites, although there is some duplication in functions across the two entities.  

3.69. These activities are led by the SGO’s Regeneration and Housing Growth team, which 

was set up two years ago. Within this team there are three sub-teams with a 

headcount of 46 FTE, including:  
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• Development Programme (10 FTE) – Responsible for feasibility, development, 

design, delivery (by procurement) and management of mix-use development 

programmes in Lambeth, including housing delivery on council and third-party 

land. The team has expanded from one to 10 FTE since its establishment in 

August 2021. Examples of mixed-use projects this team are leading include the 

Oasis Academy Johanna; the Imax redevelopment; the Black Prince Trust site; 

Site 18; and 114-118 Lower Marsh. 

• Neighbourhood Regeneration and Partnerships (14 FTE) – Responsible for 

leading on partnerships, placemaking and public realm projects and employs 14 

neighbourhood regeneration officers. It does not work on regeneration or renewal 

of existing LBL estates. It does not undertake development activity. 

• Housing Delivery (22 FTE) – Includes a Resident Commitment and Rehousing 

Team, a Housing Delivery Team and a Programme Team. Acts as the primary 

client to HfL and provides vacant possession services to HfL, including by 

preparing CPOs to support the buyback programme. They are also responsible for 

overall programme management, including GLA grant allocations. This team also 

negotiates land agreement, funding agreement and other legal agreements 

required to deliver HfL’s programme.  

3.70. Staffing costs are set through the annual Council budget setting process and SGO 

business plan. These costs are primarily covered by CIL payments and capitalising 

costs of projects. The Housing Delivery team is funded by a mix of HRA, General 

Fund and other capital funds.   

3.71. Prior to the establishment of the LBL Development Programme team in 2021, 

Lambeth Council was responsible for starting 82 affordable homes across two 

schemes between 2017 and 2020. These included:  

• Your New Town Hall – Secured a development agreement with Muse to deliver 78 

affordable homes (55 social rent), which are expected to be complete by the end 

of 2022. The scheme is on a council site and includes a new civic building, town 

hall, and wider public realm improvements. LBL do not own or manage these 

affordable homes. 

• Hillside Gardens Estate – Secured a development agreement with EDAROTH 

(Atkins) to deliver four social rent homes on a council-owned garage site. These 

homes were built using Modern Methods of Construction (MMC), which increased 

build speed and enabled the delivery of energy efficient homes, although there 

were some reported issues about the units meeting UK building standards. The 

council does not own or manage these homes. 

3.72. A more challenging example of historic council-led housing delivery has been the 

development of six blocks (A to F) of Somerleyton Road, which is a mixed-use 

scheme in Brixton which aims to deliver a new theatre, workspace and c. 300 new 

homes. In 2013, the council set an ambition to develop the scheme in collaboration 

with the community – including through the creation of a long-term Community 

Stewardship body. In 2019, the council began community engagement to deliver the 

scheme in line with this approach. However, the proposed operating structure and 
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business plan were found to be non-compliant with regulation and this approach was 

subsequently disbanded. 

3.73. At the same time in 2019, the council commissioned HfL to bring forward the 

residential components of the scheme – Blocks C and F. HfL focused on developing 

proposals for Block F and were only ready to submit a revised planning application in 

May this year. At this point, the council had undertaken viability analysis on Block D 

which it had determined to bring forward itself for Extra Care use. The viability analysis 

has identified that the only viable way to deliver Block D without leaving the council 

with a significant funding shortfall to package it up along with Blocks C and F as part 

of a larger opportunity. Responsibility for Blocks C and F were subsequently handed 

back to LBL.  

3.74. The Council has now completed the delivery of Brixton House and Carlton Mansions 

(Block A & B) in February 2022. Although this delivered no affordable housing it was 

seen as the enabling scheme for the wider development and provides wider 

regeneration benefits in advance of the residential elements.  

3.75. The LBL Development Programme team is now leading on the Somerleyton Road 

project and has reviewed the viability and optimal delivery strategy as a whole for the 

first time. This complexity and changing of plans have undoubtedly slowed the project 

down and added costs, albeit the Council now reports to be in a good place to 

progress its development. We understand LBL intends to procure a development 

partner in due course to bring forward delivery of the site.  

3.76.  A further complicating factor is that part of the Somerleyton Road site (Block E) is in 

private ownership. The council approved a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) to 

acquire the site in 2014, but this has never been actioned and there is a question 

about whether the Council has the in-house skills and capacity to complete this. The 

status of Block E remains unclear, although the Council reports it will investigate the 

most appropriate land assembly strategy through a forthcoming procurement process.    

3.77. Since the LBL Development Programme team was established last year, it has begun 

working on feasibility studies on some sites and preparing to procure development 

agreements, although these are yet to start on-site. The most progressed project is 

‘Growing Brixton’s Rec Quarter’ (49 Brixton Station Road) on two council-owned sites 

and where London Square has been confirmed as partner, with contracts executed 

during the period of this review. This is expected to deliver 240 homes (50% 

affordable) by 2026, as well as commercial and public realm improvements. It will be a 

net-zero development. The council is also procuring an Employers Agent to monitor 

the development and oversee quality. The team reported that early buy-in among 

members enabled the procurement process to be completed relatively quickly – within 

12-months. The council has an option to purchase and manage the affordable units. 

3.78. Other forthcoming LBL Development Programme schemes include Black Prince Trust, 

Site 18, in West Norwood and the next phase of Somerleyton Road. These schemes 

should ideally bring forward at least 450 homes via private sector partnership, with a 

target for 35 to 50 per cent of these homes to be affordable.  
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3.79. A detailed overview of all affordable housing projects led by LBL’s in-house team 

since 2017 is outlined at Appendix 1. 

Chapter Three: Conclusions 

Lambeth Council – Planning function  

3.80. The Lambeth Council planning framework is strong. The LBL planning system is 

working well to deliver affordable housing, aided by the introduction of the Mayor’s 

Affordable Housing and Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), which 

introduces the threshold approach to viability testing, and subsequently introduced 

into policy through the London Plan 2021.47 The SPG and London Plan have been 

helpful in terms of embedding clarity and influencing land values, including to drive up 

levels of affordable housing through adherence to the Mayor’s ‘fast track’ route. 

3.81. The Lambeth Council planning team is skilled, although stretched. All of the 

external affordable housing providers that we engaged with – including housing 

associations, developers and public sector bodies – spoke highly of the skillset of the 

LBL planning team. The only issues raised related to delays in obtaining planning 

consents, which is an issue across the board in London’s planning system and 

certainly not unique to LBL. These delays can be mitigated by the Council ensuring 

the planning team is adequately resourced and by minimising staff turnover. While 

there are challenges in recruiting skilled planners, additional resource in the LBL 

planning team would likely save costs in the longer-term, including by building in-

house capacity and reducing the number of externally commissioned consultancy 

reports that are currently relied on. 

3.82. The Lambeth Council planning function should be viewed as a key enabler to 

affordable housing delivery, rather than a regulator. Delays in the planning system 

could be mitigated by repositioning LBL’s planning team to be viewed as an ‘enabler 

to delivery’. This shift would mean LBL planning is brought into development plans 

early for HfL and other Council schemes, moving away from current practice where 

their team is typically approached before an expected planning application. This 

approach could also ensure core policy outcomes – including levels of affordable 

housing, urban design and environmental sustainability – are protected. This 

approach would be helpful for all affordable housing schemes in the borough, but 

particularly for LBL or HfL schemes where there is a requirement to build 50 per cent 

affordable housing on public land and where viability and associated design is more 

challenging.  

3.83. Strong political leadership in the face of local opposition to housing delivery 

helps to unblock delays in the planning system. The LBL planning team has 

instituted a new community engagement approach, whereby councillors and residents 

are involved in co-design of the initial phases of new housing schemes. We heard 

from external affordable housing providers that clear political leadership within the 

 

47 Affordable Housing and Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) | London City Hall 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-guidance-and-spgs/affordable-housing-and-viability-supplementary-planning-guidance-spg
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council could help to minimise delays in the planning system – recognising that not all 

developments will be popular. However, some development is important to defend 

where these schemes can bring about a net uplift in social rented homes, address 

local housing need and bring other social value, including employment opportunities. 

HfL – Direct delivery and estate regeneration 

3.84. As outlined above, delivery against the HfL Business Plan 2020-2023 has been 

exceptionally poor. HfL has made particularly slow progress against its estate renewal 

programme, which has given rise to distrust and has harmed relationships with 

residents. The review has concluded that these delays and failures to effectively 

engage residents and progress schemes, which largely pre-date the current Executive 

Team within HfL, can be attributed to a range of challenges and issues, which have 

occurred since the establishment of HfL in 2017. These are outlined below. 

3.85. The configuration of HfL’s organisational and governance structures is overly 

complex. HfL’s company structure, flows of funding and governance are all extremely 

complex and not well suited to an organisation with a relatively small development 

programme. There is significant bureaucracy involved in the management HfL Homes 

and HfL Living and limited justification about why these homes cannot be managed in-

house by the council. 

3.86. There was no clear and unified understanding of the overarching purpose of HfL 

from the outset. There were multiple reasons for establishing HfL – to directly deliver 

new council homes, to renew existing estates outside of the council’s HRA and to 

minimise the impact of government restrictions on HRA development (including but 

not limited to borrowing). These objectives were set out in a variety of documents, 

including the HfL business plan and relevant cabinet papers. However, due to a 

variety of factors, over time the core objectives of HfL became blurred. Different 

officers we spoke to – across the council, HfL and elected members – think HfL 

serves different purposes. Initial KPIs were also poorly set, making it difficult to hold 

HfL to account.  

3.87. The initial HfL business plan was overly ambitious. The set-up, delivery targets 

and financing model were all extremely ambitious – even in 2017, where the policy 

and market context was less challenging. As noted above, the HfL Business Plan is no 

longer fit-for-purpose. 

3.88. The original HfL staffing model was not aligned to its delivery model. HfL initially 

employed staff with private sector development experience. However, the vast 

majority of the HfL programme is the estate renewal programme and this type of 

development requires an entirely different skillset. There have also been some 

reported issues with staff competency, resulting in mismanagement of delivery. The 

new CEO has brought in a skilled interim team and good strides have been made in a 

short period. However, it seems highly unlikely that – even with these new skills – HfL 

will be able to deliver the programme as first envisioned in 2020, particularly given 

significant viability pressures that are being experienced across the sector. 
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3.89. Relationships between HfL and LBL staff until recently have been very poor. We 

heard of a significant relationship breakdown between some HfL and LBL staff in the 

past, with interactions described to us by some staff as mutually hostile. We have not 

sought to lay blame on individuals or adjudicate past disputes, although it is clear the 

nature of these issues was severe and had a significant impact on the delivery of the 

HfL housing programme. These prior relationship issues – which have improved with 

the new HfL Executive Team – have exacerbated organisational and governance 

issues across entities as they relate to clarity of responsibilities, communication and 

effective independent scrutiny. 

3.90. High turnover of staff has impacted delivery outcomes. HfL has had high turnover 

of staff. Many senior officers are covering both substantive and temporary roles and 

many hold interim posts. Residents across the six estates reported engaging with 

many different officers across LBL and HfL, which can be partially attributed to 

turnover and partially to a lack of clarity regarding engagement functions. It has also 

meant that important institutional memory has been lost, emphasising the lack of 

‘golden thread’ in terms of record keeping processes. 

3.91. The financial controls in place for HfL need to be strengthened. There are clear 

issues with HfL financial control and financial reporting, including no regular monthly 

cash flow reporting and the quality of financial reporting that we saw was poor. These 

issues impact wider financial control mechanisms, such as stress testing mechanisms 

and appraisals. As outlined elsewhere, there has also been no regular stress testing of 

either the HfL Business Plan or the individual schemes that are being delivered 

against the plan to account for the current realities of the market.  

3.92. The quality of development appraisals needs to be strengthened, including by 

introducing a standardised appraisal approach. There is currently an inconsistent 

approach in undertaking financial viability and development appraisals, with these 

appraisals taking different formats with differing assumptions. The issue with the lack 

of a consistent approach may stem from a lack of clear client instruction from LBL, not 

aided by a large turnover of staff within HfL and a lack of ‘golden thread’ underpinning 

delivery that ensures systems and processes are in place even where staff do move 

on. HfL are now reviewing standard operating systems and using professional real 

estate firms to advise on viability, design, and other matters. The introduction of 

external cost managers may help improve overall quality, although may prevent 

crucial upskilling of in-house staff in the medium to longer-term.   

3.93. Communication with residents by both LBL and HfL across the six estates have 

been poor, inconsistent and disjointed. Not all residents are opposed to renewal 

plans and many welcome the opportunity to live in modernised, better insulated 

homes. However, the Council has not properly consulted on renewal plans and there 

is evidence of poor communication with residents across each of the six estates, 

including where development is taking place, as well as when development is 

complete, and residents are moving into new homes. Residents report that HfL and 

Lambeth Council have not made effort to meaningfully engage with all residents, 

particularly those who speak English as a second language and residents who have 

lower digital literacy. That being said, we heard from HfL that the Council has 
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improved its approach to engagement with Central Hill residents as part of its recent 

masterplanning exercise. However, historically poor communication has given rise to 

distrust and resistance among some residents. For others, this approach has meant 

they have been entirely left out of the engagement process. 

Lambeth Council – Development agreements 

3.94. The LBL Development Programme team was created and expanded to ensure all 

local development opportunities could be fully realised. When HfL was initially 

established, it was gifted a small development programme and there was a long-term 

objective for HfL to build up its programme into the longer-term – including to deliver 

mixed-use schemes. LBL created its own in-house team in 2019 and that team 

transformed into the LBL Development Programme in 2021. This was perceived by 

some as a circumvention of the issues experienced by HfL and a desire to maximise 

opportunities in the local area. Ultimately, there is duplication in roles across LBL and 

HfL housing teams resulting in fragmentation in responsibilities.  

3.95. The LBL Development Programme is still in early days of building capacity and 

has a limited track record. It does not have sufficient capability or capacity to 

undertake more complex development agreements. While some senior members 

of the team have specialist experience, the team acknowledges that it currently lacks 

capacity to deliver homes through more complex development agreements, including 

via Joint Venture partnerships. While the team is still new, we heard that the team has 

been slow to deliver, which we attribute to complex governance arrangements within 

the council (further detail below). There is only one development agreement in place – 

more expertise, a simplified structure and streamlined governance processes are 

required if LBL is to increase its programme. As with HfL, the LBL Regeneration and 

Housing Growth Team has limited input into strategic identification of land for 

development and is directed about which sites it should develop.  

3.96. Where LBL is procuring development partners, it is not always acquiring the 

section 106 homes – meaning it is missing out on some ‘quick wins’ in terms of 

growing its overall council housing stock. LBL is missing an opportunity to 

increase its council housing stock and HRA borrowing base by not purchasing section 

106 affordable homes, particularly where these homes are built on council land. We 

note that where HfL has acquired section 106 homes in the past, there have been 

issues with design quality. As such, any renewed push to purchase more section 106 

homes should be matched with additional scrutiny on design specifications and 

adequate checks as part of hand-over. As noted above, the absence of a clear LBL 

housing strategy makes it difficult to ascertain whether there is an organisational 

emphasis on LBL increasing the number of ‘council homes’ vs. affordable homes 

managed by third parties, which may explain why there is low interest within the 

council to take on these homes.  

3.97. LBL’s development function with external development partners could be 

strengthened. External partner organisations report they have strong relationships 

with LBL Planning team but are less clear about who they should be engaging with in 

the council’s housing team to explore development opportunities.  
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3.98. Arrangements to transfer land from LBL to HFL are slowing down delivery. 

The current HfL housing delivery model relies on LBL identifying sites for 

development, then transferring these sites to HfL ownership for development. In doing 

so, LBL charges HfL a market rate (as valued by a third party) to ensure compliance 

with Subsidy Control rules. While these charges eventually ‘come out in the wash’, 

LBL is still paying additional costs for independent valuation and the transaction 

arrangements are complex and time-consuming.  
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4. Options for Lambeth Council to 
accelerate affordable housing delivery 

4.1. The chapters above set out LBL and HfL’s current and past approach to increasing 

affordable housing delivery in Lambeth, including an assessment of how these 

approaches have worked in practice.  

4.2. Overall, Lambeth is performing well in terms of the number of affordable homes 

started in the borough each year. This conclusion can be drawn when considering 

LBL’s delivery against its nationally set housing targets (as set out in its Housing 

Delivery Test) and when compared to delivery trajectories in other local authorities 

across London. However, HfL has not delivered well against its initial direct delivery 

and estate renewal programme. LBL’s in-house development management function is 

in the early days of building capacity, although could scale up with the right skills and 

support. LBL’s in-house teams and functions could also be streamlined and 

consolidated to accelerate affordable housing delivery across all routes.  

4.3. As noted earlier in this report, there has been a major renaissance in council 

housebuilding across London in recent years. This shift has been aided by several 

factors – including but not limited to the launch of the Mayor of London’s £1bn Building 

Council Homes for Londoners programme in 2018, as well as the lifting of the HRA 

borrowing cap in the same year. This resurgence is also undoubtedly attributed to the 

rising levels of housing need within local authorities and the growing ambition of (and 

pressure on) councils to directly provide homes for these households. In exploring 

options and in examining what constitutes best practice model in the current market 

conditions, we examined the housing delivery approaches of eight other local 

authorities in London – including those that use special purpose vehicles (SPVs) such 

as HfL – to enable direct delivery. The full list of boroughs that we engaged with is set 

out in Appendix 2. 

4.4. We also engaged with many other affordable housing experts in London, including 

those working and operating in Lambeth. We have drawn from the views of these 

experts in setting out options that may be helpful to LBL to deliver on its affordable 

housing and net-zero ambitions. 

4.5. Looking to the future, this chapter outlines a range of options available to LBL that 

could help to accelerate the supply of affordable homes and help the borough to meet 

its net-zero commitments. These options comprise a mix of strengthening or 

expanding existing practices, as well as potentially trialling new approaches.  

4.6. In this chapter we consider the options for the Council on a range of issues including 

its future arrangements for delivery of affordable housing and renewal of its estates. 

Chapter Five of this report then sets out the review panel’s recommendations to LBL, 

drawing from these options as a starting point and with specific regard to LBL’s 

organisational capacity, land constraints and wider delivery profile, as well as the 

current market conditions. 
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Council-owned housing companies 

4.7. Most local authorities in London are building homes and councils in London are 

delivering more homes than anywhere else in the rest of England.48 As set out earlier, 

this is a relatively recent phenomenon. In the early days of this council housebuilding 

resurgence – in 2017 – there was renewed interest among many councils in London to 

set up wholly owned SPVs to deliver at scale. At the time, there was a view that the 

use of local housing companies would enable councils to build more homes, more 

quickly than would be possible by direct delivery and with more flexibility than what 

would be possible within the HRA. There was also a perception that councils could 

manage market rented homes better than the private sector and that these homes 

could provide a much-needed revenue stream for the council support other services, 

including to feed back into housing.49 

4.8. However, much has changed in the policy and economic landscape since 2017. The 

HRA borrowing cap has lifted. The government has also reformed the way in which 

councils can spend their RtB receipts on new homes, providing additional welcome 

flexibilities to HRA financing.50 Many councils are viewing housing delivery as forming 

part of a wider placemaking and social value agenda – rather than through a pure 

‘new supply’ lens – and this has only become more important in a post-pandemic 

world. The changing building safety and net-zero landscape has also had an impact 

on affordable housing programmes, including by refocusing energy on improving 

conditions of existing housing stock and by ensuring that new homes are built to 

higher quality, safety and environmental standards.  

4.9. The market has shifted hugely since 2017. The private sector model of affordable 

housing delivery – which relies on a somewhat speculative model of cross-subsidy, 

and which only works well in sunnier economic climates – is no longer as reliable a 

mechanism to deliver new affordable homes. The cross-subsidy model of housing 

delivery underpins HfL’s 2020-2023 Business Plan and is therefore affected by this. 

The changes to the policy and economic landscape – alongside wider policy changes, 

which are outlined in more detail below – have made the successful delivery of multi-

phase estate renewal schemes particularly challenging. 

4.10. As noted above, we engaged with eight leading London boroughs to understand their 

approach to affordable housebuilding – including through the use of SPVs. Of the 

boroughs we spoke to, there were two boroughs successfully delivering affordable 

housing at scale through an SPV model – Populo Living (within Newham Council) and 

Be First (within Barking and Dagenham Council). These SPVs have significant in-

house development capacity (c. 50 FTE and c. 90 FTE, respectively) and are 

delivering comparatively much larger programmes than HfL. These SPVs are also 

 

48 https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/planning/sites/bartlett_planning/files/morphet_and_clifford_2021_-

_local_authority_direct_delivery_of_housing_iii_report43.pdf  

49 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/local_housing_companies.pdf  

50 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-

supply-guidance/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-supply-guidance  

https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/planning/sites/bartlett_planning/files/morphet_and_clifford_2021_-_local_authority_direct_delivery_of_housing_iii_report43.pdf
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/planning/sites/bartlett_planning/files/morphet_and_clifford_2021_-_local_authority_direct_delivery_of_housing_iii_report43.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/local_housing_companies.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-supply-guidance/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-supply-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-supply-guidance/retained-right-to-buy-receipts-and-their-use-for-replacement-supply-guidance
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operating relatively independently from the council, although with tight financial 

controls and effective governance arrangements. Homes built through these SPVs are 

funded through a mix of HRA and General Fund borrowing. These vehicles are taking 

forward a range of major developments – including, but not limited to, estate renewal 

and small sites – and note the scale of their programmes are central to their operating 

models and that larger, estate renewal sites require a different skillset to smaller sites.  

4.11. For all other boroughs, there is a growing ambition to deliver affordable housing in-

house. This ambition includes councils that have – or have had – some form of SPV to 

deliver affordable homes or looked to their Arm’s Length Management Companies 

(ALMOs) to undertake this role. Those councils that previously utilised SPVs are now 

looking to consolidate housing functions under ‘one roof’ to slim down overall 

operating costs and to reduce duplication in the council’s client function. There was a 

broad consensus among the boroughs we spoke to that delivering homes in-house 

can maximise the ability to deliver wider social benefits, allow greater control over 

delivery outcomes and enable access to cheap borrowing at scale via the HRA. Most 

– if not all – council SPVs are wholly-owned council entities with no private 

shareholder interests. However, local authorities commented that it is difficult to shake 

the public perception that these vehicles operate with private interests, meaning that 

SPVs can be unpopular among residents and wider communities. 

4.12. In considering the future of the HfL Group (primarily HfL Build), we conclude there are 

three options that could be taken forward by the council to reset its programme of 

development sites and estate renewal and to help improve delivery. These are: 

1. Significantly scale up HfL. This type of scaling up could include HfL 

intervening in the land market to identify a new pipeline of sites for 

development and taking on delivery of mixed-use schemes and infrastructure 

projects to enable housing delivery, in line with its original purpose. This option 

could involve building up a new resident services function within HfL to ensure 

a more cohesive, unified approach to estate renewal. This approach would 

require a significant scaling up of the HfL development team, including to 

ensure an appropriate in-house skillset to deliver small sites, larger sites and 

estate renewal schemes. Drawing from the success of Populo and Be First, this 

approach would also require more operational independence from LBL – 

although supported with clearer governance, higher levels of borrowing and 

clear policy direction set by the council.  

2. Continue with current HfL programme. This approach would see HfL 

continuing to deliver housing in line with current practice, although with a new 

business plan that reflects current market conditions and possibly with a 

smaller, more realistic portfolio of schemes that matched the existing (or 

broadly similar) staffing model. This approach would enable a sense of 

continuity for the council and recognise that the establishment of any new SPV 

may have a period of ‘teething’ while it beds in. It would be very challenging to 

deliver all six estate renewal programmes through this current approach and – 

even with a reset organisational structure and more effective governance within 
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LBL – the ‘split’ delivery of estate regeneration services across LBL and HfL 

would be fragmented. 

3. Consolidate HfL’s programme and team into LBL. This option would involve 

HfL completing the more advanced housing projects that it has already 

commenced, before consolidating HfL into a single, expanded in-house team 

within LBL. The new expanded in-house team could lead on all council 

housebuilding activities – including direct delivery and development 

agreements with external providers, as well as estate renewal (which would 

minimise fragmentation and be clearer to residents). This option would also 

enable a simplified and strategic approach to assessing land for housing 

development, including consolidating the existing pipeline of small sites, large 

sites and estate renewal opportunities.  

If supported with the right skills and capacity, and accompanying organisational 

and governance structures, this option would enable more joined up working 

with relevant teams in housing management and resident services, which 

would improve information flows (including to residents). This approach would 

also enable more active utilisation of the HRA, both in terms of HRA sites for 

development and borrowing, as well as reduce unnecessary time and costs 

involved in land transfers. The approach would also bring Lambeth Council in 

line with the approach adopted for other high-performing local authority 

homebuilding programmes in London. If progressed, LBL implementation would 

require very careful handling to ensure the remainder of the HfL programme 

can be delivered to a high standard, that HfL’s existing skilled staff are retained 

and that governance arrangements are effectively in place. To achieve clarity, 

HfL would complete a set of schemes as a ‘Task and Finish’ programme, for a 

set time period (possibly two to three years). 

4.13. Regardless of which above option is pursued regarding the future of HfL Build, there is 

a very limited case for retaining HfL Homes and HfL Living. However, we acknowledge 

the discontinuation of these entities would need to be implemented carefully given the 

interrelated complex loan structure. As outlined earlier, HfL Homes is currently 

managing 150 affordable homes on behalf of the council. HfL Homes is effectively 

sub-contracting LBL to deliver management and maintenance services for these 

homes, which adds to the complexity and bureaucracy of the overall configuration. 

There is no benefit to residents under the current arrangement and no reason these 

homes cannot be transferred into the council’s HRA, to be managed alongside the 

council’s wider social housing stock. Indeed, the transfer of these homes into LBL’s 

HRA would help to generate additional HRA income and increase the council’s 

borrowing base, albeit at a small scale compared to the Council’s wider HRA stock 

holdings. 

4.14. Similarly, we do not see any cost or other social benefit in the ongoing continuation of 

HfL Living, which currently manages 125 private rented homes on Assured Shorthold 

Tenancies on behalf of the council. HfL Living is also adding additional bureaucracy to 

the council’s wider housing framework and is not generating major revenue as initially 

intended in the 2020-2023 HfL Business Plan. Where possible, HfL should transfer 
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these homes into the council’s HRA or General Fund for ongoing management, in 

accordance with relevant HRA and tenancy management rules. We recognise that 

LBL may need to seek specialist advice to consider whether there are any regulatory 

barriers to managing these homes in the General Fund, including in regard to transfer 

or appropriation mechanisms. Alternatively, where these homes are not earmarked for 

demolition, LBL could look to flip these market homes into permanent affordable 

housing (including social rented homes) as part of shifting these homes into the HRA. 

LBL could be eligible for GLA grant in seeking to do so. 

Estate renewal 

4.15. Lambeth Council embarked on its ambitious estate renewal programme in 2012, first 

by announcing plans to regenerate Cressingham Gardens estate. This announcement 

was followed in 2014 with further plans to renew an additional five estates – Central 

Hill, Fenwick, South Lambeth, Westbury, and Knight’s Walk. HfL then took on 

responsibility for delivering these estate renewal programmes.  

4.16. As noted above, the affordable housing landscape has shifted significantly in London 

since the inception of HfL in 2017. Perhaps the most marked shift – in terms of 

changes to policy, public sentiment, and cost – relates to estate renewal. The 

following changes have occurred which impact estate renewal in London: 

• In 2018, the Mayor of London introduced his Good Practice Guide to Estate 

Regeneration51 and a new Resident Ballots funding requirement52. The ballots 

policy requires any GLA funding partner to undertake a resident ballot where the 

demolition of any affordable or leasehold homes on an estate is proposed and 

where at least 150 new homes are expected to be built on that estate. Ballots are 

open to all residents occupying the estate – not just in homes that are due to be 

demolished, including leaseholders, social housing tenants and temporary 

accommodation residents that have resided in homes on the estate for over 12 

months. Residents must vote at least 50 per cent in favour of the regeneration to 

obtain the ballot. Since 2018, there have been 20 ‘positive’ ballots where residents 

have voted in favour of demolition and one reported ‘negative’ ballot.53 

• In 2020, the Mayor of London launched his AHP 2021-2026. This programme 

does not fund for estate regeneration replacement homes, unless these homes 

are ‘obsolete’. This forms part of a wider push to consider ‘net’ rather than ‘gross’ 

affordable housing uplift, when counting the delivery of new homes. 

• In 2021, the Mayor’s London Plan formalised policies relating to estate renewal 

that were set out in his good practice guide. Any estate regeneration involving 

demolition must include at least a like-for-like replacement of affordable homes 

(including social rented homes) and should ideally bring forward an affordable 

 

51 Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration 

52 Resident Ballots – Affordable Housing Funding Requirement  

53 See this full list of positive ballots.  

https://lambeth.sharepoint.com/sites/LBLAffordableHousingReview2022/Shared%20Documents/07%20Report/Draft%20report/Mayor’s%20Good%20Practice%20Guide%20to%20Estate%20Regeneration
https://lambeth.sharepoint.com/sites/LBLAffordableHousingReview2022/Shared%20Documents/07%20Report/Draft%20report/Resident%20Ballots%20–%20Affordable%20Housing%20Funding%20Requirement
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/list_of_poitive_ballots_-_1_july_2022.pdf


Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

58 

housing uplift. It also requires developers (including councils) to explore 

alternative options before proposing demolition and to calculate whole life-cycle 

carbon emissions assessments – and to demonstrate how emissions will be 

reduced, including by minimising demolition. This position broadly aligns with 

public campaigns to prioritise retrofit above rebuild, acknowledging the embodied 

carbon impacts of demolition.  

4.17. There have also been high-profile examples of estate renewal ‘done badly’ in other 

parts of London, which has resulted in a net loss of social housing and the 

displacement of residents. There has been significant reporting and public interest in 

these regeneration schemes, which – alongside greater environmental awareness – 

has led to more public pushback and at times distrust in estate renewal schemes. 

However, we note that not all estate renewal is inherently bad – as outlined above, 

there are many examples of communities supporting renewal and regeneration can 

bring forward much needed additional affordable homes. There are also instances 

where the operational carbon emissions or severe structural failings will far outweigh 

the downsides to demolition (including embodied carbon output). As such, it is 

important that environmental factors are appropriately assessed against cost and 

viability considerations. 

4.18. From a pure development perspective, estate renewal can be complex and expensive. 

The long-term nature of estate renewal means that plans can fall subject to changing 

political and economic cycles, making it risky and uncertain. We have set out below 

options for LBL to take forward in relation to its estate renewal programme, followed 

by some more specific options in respect of its current six estates. 

4.19. A clear starting point: When embarking on an estate renewal project, the LBL should 

not begin from a starting point of demolition. Instead, the Council should undertake a 

full whole-life cycle carbon assessment to understand the environmental implications 

of demolition, undertake structural surveys to understand safety and durability and 

engage genuinely with residents to understand their views about the future of the 

estate. We note that HfL is already doing good work to embed whole-life cycle carbon 

assessments into schemes, but this could go further and be incorporated into 

decision-making processes about the most appropriate development option to pursue. 

This examination should explore refurbishment and infill as options. As part of 

undertaking a viability assessment, the Council should consider the cost profile as well 

as the carbon assessment. Relevant documents should be co-produced and shared 

openly and transparently with existing residents so they can make informed judgments 

based off this information. Where demolition is necessary, LBL should ensure at least 

1-for-1 replacement of all affordable housing and social rented homes.  

4.20. Communicating with and working alongside residents: The residents across the 

six estates that we engaged with over the course of this review suggested some 

constructive and straightforward ideas that the Council could take forward to enable 

better communication and information flows to residents and, more broadly, to help 

regain trust with residents. HfL reports it has begun to take forward some of these 

activities, particularly in respect to Central Hill, and we acknowledge that the Council 

has undertaken engagement activities with estate residents over the years (albeit in a 
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fragmented and inconsistent manner). A more substantive list of ‘resident asks’ is set 

out at Appendix 11. These include: 

• A clear physical space and consistent presence on the estate where council 

officers can be easily accessed by residents, to answer questions about the 

development timetable, to listen and respond to resident views. This presence 

should not be limited to several hours each week or working hours, to help ensure 

the council is genuinely accessible to residents. Council officers on the estate 

should be kept well-informed of the council’s plans.  

• The Council should look to appoint an Independent Resident Adviser, who 

residents should be involved in recruiting or choosing.  

• Councils should re-instate Resident Engagement Panels on the estates where 

these have been disbanded, to enable timely and transparent communication 

flows, with records of meetings made and the Council accountable to actions.  

• Residents should have access to a physical space on the estate where they can 

meet as a community, including to hold Tenants and Residents Association 

meetings. HfL reported to us that such a physical space exists on Central Hill. 

• A clear responsible engagement officer for residents to speak to should questions 

arise. Any ‘point people’ should be from the same LBL team (rather than across 

multiple internal teams). The creation of a new Housing and Renewal Directorate 

should ideally help to break down siloes between resident engagement and 

maintenance or repairs teams. 

• A residents’ charter for estate renewal – such as the London Borough of 

Lewisham’s ‘Residents’ Charter for Estate Regeneration’, which includes nine 

guarantees and principles for development.54 We recognise that Lambeth 

Council’s Key Guarantees go some way in delivering against this request, 

although could be enhanced with a stronger set of principles that underpin 

renewal, which could be jointly created with residents. Any charter or key 

guarantees should be ‘fixed’ and not change without consultation with residents. 

• A clear timetable or ‘template’ should be provided to residents that sets out the 

various steps involved in the long-term estate renewal programme and expected 

timelines for each of these steps. Where these timelines change, these changes 

should be communicated proactively and transparently to residents, alongside 

clear reasons for delays. The timeline should include a timetable of expected 

works, but also other related renewal activities (including consultation timings). 

HfL reported to us that this type of timetable has been issued to Central Hill 

residents. 

• Any information provided to residents should be made available in different 

languages, including those where English is not their first language. HfL reports 

that translations are available for all written communications across its estates. 

 

54 See: Lewisham Resident Charter for Estate Regeneration  

https://lewisham.gov.uk/inmyarea/regeneration/building-affordable-homes/the-resident-charter-for-estate-regeneration
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A translator should also be offered at all meetings where attendees do not speak 

English as a first language. There should be a presumption in favour of in-person 

meetings, with hybrid options. 

• Any consultation activities should reach as many estate residents as possible and 

not be limited to online or ‘tick box’ surveys, with face-to-face outreach preferred. 

There should be an opportunity for residents to submit qualitative written 

commentary or in-person views as part of consultation, and the council should 

demonstrate to resident how these views have been considered.  

• The Council should have regard to digital literacy and English language 

requirements when undertaking consultation. 

• The Council should work with residents to build their capacity to engage 

meaningfully in any renewal process. This could include the Council taking a key 

role in facilitating co-design activities and potentially establishing a community 

design panel. 

• Council officers should treat residents respectfully, with acknowledgment and 

empathy to the disruption that estate renewal and development has on people’s 

lives.  

4.21. HfL reports it is putting in place commitments to support this principle, albeit there is 

need for further change – including at a cultural level within LBL. HfL reports examples 

of such positive changes include the introduction of Liveability Commitments, 

mitigation panels, health impact assessments, the re-instatement of independent 

resident advisors and the recruitment of social workers. Indeed, one resident of 

Knight’s Walk reported positive engagement with the LBL Liveability Team. LBL 

should assure itself on these changes that HfL report are underway. 

4.22. Ballots: A ballot must be undertaken for all estate renewal schemes in receipt of GLA 

funding and that otherwise meet the requirements set out in the Mayor’s Capital 

Funding Guide. LBL may want to consider undertaking a ballot even where they are 

not in receipt of GLA funding – as has occurred in the London Boroughs of Haringey, 

Kingston and Lewisham – and where successful ballots and resident buy-in has been 

obtained. Lewisham Council has gone as far as introducing a policy that commits to 

holding a ballot for all estate regeneration projects, regardless of GLA funding. 

4.23. Potential LBL development partners that we spoke to also favour of ballots, noting 

they presented a greater sense of long-term certainty on the deliverability of the 

scheme and provided a way of showing that resident consent and support had been 

secured. The Mayor’s Capital Funding Guide notes that ballots should take place prior 

to the procurement of a development partner, prior to finalising the precise 

specification of works and before residents are relocated. An independent body must 

also be appointed to help ensure the process is secure and accurate. 

4.24. We have provided two illustrative case studies of estate regeneration schemes that 

have secured a successful ballot in London since the introduction of the Mayor’s ballot 

policy, which include some examples of resident engagement activities that helped to 

secure buy-in and support. 
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Case study: High Road West Estate Regeneration, London Borough of Haringey 

In 2012, LB Haringey began working with the Love Lane residents and the community on 

the creation of a Resident Charter to kickstart the regeneration of High Road West 

Estate. This was followed by a prolonged period of slow delivery and loss of momentum 

in resident engagement.  More recently, LB Haringey has been working with an appointed 

development partner, Lendlease, to progress the programme.  

To secure resident support, LB Haringey and Lendlease worked closely with residents to 

refine the details of the new homes and residential amenities offered. In the lead up to 

ballot, from February 2021, the council undertook substantial community engagement 

with residents to develop a new masterplan. LB Haringey had a consistent presence on 

the estate, held regular meeting and workshops, offered 1:1 engagement meetings and 

undertook rounds of door-knocking with the aim to speak to every household. Council 

officers provided residents with access to an interpreter and brought translated copies of 

all documents to aid engagement. The resident engagement team involved the estate 

repairs team in undertaking engagement. This meant that residents could easily access 

repairs and maintenance services as part of any discussions with council officers, in 

efforts to build trust and promote accessibility to the wider council.  

LB Haringey also appointed Independent Tenant Advisers. They provided impartial 

advice to residents on the options being presented by the council, supporting residents 

through the ballot process. As some tenants and leaseholders have chosen to relocate 

throughout the period, there is a substantial number of non-secure tenants living in 

temporary accommodation (TA) on the estate. Many of these residents have lived on the 

estate for over five years and now have established links within the community. To 

maintain this sense of connection, LB Haringey’s Local Lettings Policy was updated to 

prioritise eligible non-secure tenants in TA in the local area to be prioritised for local 

secure social rent homes, following demolition of the TA homes. 

The scheme successfully received a positive ballot in September 2021 in favour of the 

regeneration. It received planning approval in July 2022. The scheme will deliver up to 

2,929 new homes, of which at least 500 will be for social rent. We acknowledge that the 

ballot vote was 56 per cent in favour, with 67 per cent turnout. However, this case study 

illustrates good practice in relation to council engagement with residents and shows how 

local lettings policies can be amended to help retain a sense of local community during 

periods of change. 

4.25. Future of estate renewal programme: To reflect the different points that the estates 

have reached, we suggest HfL adopts the following course of action for its six estates: 

1. Development route: The three ‘front running’ estates – Westbury, Knights Walk

and South Lambeth estates – should all progress via a development route as soon

as this is practical. HfL should continue to lead on the delivery of these estates.

Some of these estates are experiencing viability challenges, but these challenges

could be overcome by adjusting viability hurdles and negotiating a higher capital
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budget for delivery, with regard to the Council’s overall financial position. 

Engagement with residents should be managed carefully, respectfully and with 

transparency. All of the identified activities outlined in Paragraph 4.21 should be 

rolled out for residents across these three estates. Particular regard should be 

given to the physical and mental wellbeing of residents who are being disrupted by 

major works. HfL should work with the GLA to secure GLA grant for these homes. 

2. Community renewal route: The remaining three estates – Central Hill, Fenwick

and Cressingham Gardens – are all at different stages. However, they share

unifying features in that they do not have finalised masterplans and all will

certainly require a ballot to be eligible for GLA capital grant. Recognising these

differences, the approach to estate renewal for these latter estates (and any future

estates) should be reset in line with a ‘community renewal’ approach. HfL should

recognise that renewal of these estates is primarily about improving living

standards for existing residents, with additional affordable homes a potential

secondary benefit. In the short-term, the Council should prioritise investment in

critical repairs and maintenance across the three estates, based on an honest and

tailored assessment of the expected lifetime of each of the estates and ideally to

the Lambeth Homes Standard. LBL should follow the ‘starting point’ principles set

out at Paragraph 4.20 in taking forward these schemes. While demolition should

not be the starting point for those schemes following the community renewal route,

we recognise that demolition may ultimately be the most appropriate outcome in

some circumstances.

4.26. For Cressingham Gardens, the Council should re-engage genuinely with residents on 

their ideas for the future of the estate. We recognise ‘The People’s Plan’ as an 

example of one such resident contribution, but it will not be the only one.55 

Resumption of genuine collaborative working with residents to work through the future 

of the estate would be a helpful way to rebuild trust with residents and to minimise 

losing the estate from council ownership via Right to Transfer mechanisms.  

4.27. We recognise that Central Hill is further progressed than Fenwick and Cressingham 

Gardens, with an options appraisal underway. HfL should commence a thorough 

community engagement exercise with residents of Central Hill to understand their 

views of the most recent options appraisal. Depending on the outcome of this 

engagement exercise and resident views on the options appraisal, either the 

development route or the community route should be pursued. If Central Hill residents 

support the masterplan and associated development route, HfL should confirm this 

endorsement through a ballot. 

55 2016 – Lambeth Council Cabinet Paper. 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s80093/Cabinet%20Report%20-%20March%202016%20v8.pdf
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Case study: 2020 ballot of Lesnes Estate, South Thamesmead 

The Lesnes Estate is in South Thamesmead, a mid-density neighbourhood built by 

the GLC in the 1960s. Today it is home to around 1,600 residents. A resident ballot 

was held in 2020 in response to the Mayor of London’s policy to involve residents on 

the future of their neighbourhoods. Peabody has managed the estate since 2014. 

In July 2018 the GLA’s Capital Funding Guide introduced a requirement for resident 

ballots for estate regeneration projects. In 2019 Kanda consulting were appointed to 

support Peabody with the ballot. Over the next 12 months, Peabody undertook a 

further period of engagement on a prior 2016 resident offer. A new resident offer 

document was developed alongside a complementary website. There were minor 

amendments in response to feedback from residents, including an option to keep 

existing pets and the phasing in of rent increases over a period of 10 years. A range 

of consultation events were held including drop-in surgeries to discuss individual 

circumstances, a family fun day, a virtual reality experience and a ‘dolls house' scale 

model of a new flat interior. 

Significant staff and agency time was spent door knocking to canvass opinion on the 

estate and convince residents to turn out to vote. There was an element of voter 

apathy at the beginning of the process, as some residents did not understand why 

Peabody was undertaking further consultation following an initial 2016 consultation. 

These conversations were critical in ensuring turnout and dispelling misinformation. 

Further challenges included explaining the mechanics of the homeowner equity offer 

and managing perceptions around value and ownership, as well as finding ways to 

convey to tenants that the new properties would be as big or larger than existing 

homes. To allay concerns residents were shown physical models, virtual reality 

views and comparative floorplans. In addition to the statutory offer, resident 

homeowners were offered financial support equivalent to a maximum of 50% equity 

to help purchase one of the new homes in South Thamesmead, or up to 35% for a 

home elsewhere in the UK.  

For tenants who were over occupying their existing home, Peabody offered their 

housing need + 1 additional bedroom (or an option for housing need + an addition 

£3000 compensation) in one of the new homes. All tenants were offered help with 

their move.  

The ballot question was unambiguous with a yes/no response. Eligible residents 

were asked: “Are you in favour of Peabody’s proposal to include Lesnes Estate in 

their regeneration plans for South Thamesmead?” Residents were able to vote on 

Peabody’s proposals using a range of methods including a secure online form, post 

and telephone. The ballot was managed by Civica Election Services, an 

independent body appointed by Peabody. The result saw residents in support of 

Peabody’s plans to regenerate Lesnes Estate. 65.4% of residents took part in the 

ballot and 70.2% voted ‘yes’. 
63 
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4.28. HfL together with LBL should produce a well-considered strategy for the purchase and 

rehousing of homes on these estates that have been purchased by the council, to 

ensure better management and utilisation of these properties, which does not 

necessarily conflict with the need to service existing costs. This should ensure that 

purchased properties do not remain vacant and the refurbishment of purchased flats 

does not create tension with other tenants who remain in their flats. 

The creation of a new housing strategy and business plan 

4.29. As noted earlier, LBL does not have an up-to-date housing strategy and HfL does not 

have an up-to-date business plan. Outside of the Lambeth Local Plan, the Council’s 

and HfL’s respective housing programmes lack a clear vision about the way in which 

they intend to deliver council homes and the standards these homes will be built to 

(including from an environmental sustainability perspective). There is also no publicly 

accessible document that sets out how LBL (or HfL) intends to work with external 

partners to deliver homes and its approach to council-owned land. HfL has produced a 

set of Design Standards, although it is unclear how these are implemented or 

monitored. 

4.30. Lambeth will need to determine the principles of its future housing strategy, ideally in a 

document that is published, based on an assessment of local housing need and 

political priorities. The housing strategy will need to be upheld and championed by the 

leaders of the Council, particularly the responsible Cabinet Member for Housing. It 

should also be accessible to the public as a way to promote transparency and 

accountability. It could also signal to LBL partners and prospective partners where 

there might be opportunities to work with Lambeth to increase the number of 

affordable homes or to deliver on other local housing objectives. 

4.31. We are not here to direct LBL as to the detailed contents of this housing strategy. 

However, we advise the Council considers the following options as objectives in 

developing or designing a new strategy: 

• Opportunity to put residents at the heart of a future programme: We suggest

that the Council places the needs and interests of residents at the heart of any

future housing strategy, including by setting principles or commitments that relate

to community consultation and ballots for estate renewal (see further at Paragraph

4.56 below). The primary purpose of a local authority – including its elected

councillors, cabinet members and officers – is to serve its residents and

communities. A new housing strategy could help to reinforce this commitment,

particularly if residents are consulted in its development. The strategy (or any

associated policies) should seek to standardise the approach to engagement

across everyone in the team, including contractors. A new housing strategy should

be supported by a thorough Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) process to

enable this.

• Opportunity to reset council housebuilding targets and define ‘affordability’

in the context of Lambeth: A new housing strategy (or associated business plan)

could present new targets relating to council-led affordable housing delivery,

noting that previous public targets relating to council housebuilding have been
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largely discarded. In doing so, the council should consider the amount of net 

additional homes it seeks to deliver (that is, above and beyond any homes that are 

lost through demolition), be clear about how it defines affordable housing and be 

consistent in how it defines new homes (for example, homes started or completed, 

as well as homes purchased as well as built). Any new housing targets should be 

grounded in an evidenced assessment about what is practicable and reasonable 

for the council to deliver. A good example of another borough who has adopted 

this approach is the London Borough of Brent, who as part of developing their new 

housing programme have undertaken a needs analysis of their current stock to 

inform what type of homes need to be built going forward. Through the use of 

substantial research, Brent also set a definition of affordability that was specific to 

the local area and which recognised that any housing over 65 per cent of market 

rents would be unaffordable to Brent residents.  

• Providing clarity on routes to affordable housing delivery: A new housing

strategy could set out the Council’s preferred affordable housing delivery routes,

potentially drawing from the options and recommendations in this report. Any

reference to preferred delivery routes and associated housing outcomes should be

underpinned by clearly set internal work programmes and appropriate resourcing

and skills.

• Set a clear vision regarding environmental sustainability, safety and quality

for new homes: A new housing strategy could decide to set out more precise or

ambitious standards for development on Council-owned land and where the

Council is acting as a developer (either via direct delivery or development

agreements), as in these situations it can use its powers as a development client

to require these higher standards are met. This policy standard could then be

operationalised through more detailed internal commissioning briefs. We note that

HfL currently has a relatively robust set of Housing Design Standards, although

these have not been published. The introduction of higher standards may impact

on development viability and the creation of any new standards should assess the

risk of this impact. These standards would also have limited weight in the planning

process and therefore the Council would need to perform a strong client function

to ensure these standards were met.

• Promote a shared understanding of affordable housing objectives across

different internal Lambeth Council teams and functions: A new housing

strategy could present an opportunity to bridge operational siloes within the LBL

and HfL teams to ensure internal departments are not working at cross-purposes.

It could do so by setting out how objectives relating to growth, net-zero, housing

management, council-owned land and community participation can be taken

forward holistically. In respect to council-owned land in particular, the new housing

strategy could set clear principles about whether it seeks to retain council-owned

land and it what limited circumstances it might consider disposing of council-

owned sites.

4.32. Many – although not all – London boroughs have local housing strategies that are 

published to their websites, including those that we consulted with over the course of 
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this review. Many London councils also have associated business plans to guide 

delivery, although these are not always published. We understand many of these 

business plans are currently undergoing review given the current market pressures 

and timing of the AHP programme cycle. We have provided links to some examples of 

local authority housing strategies that LBL may wish to refer to in developing their own 

housing strategy, as set out in Appendix 12. The guiding principles here should be 

clarity, simplicity and deliverability. 

Organisational structure 

4.33. As evidenced earlier, there are many teams and structures within LBL – including HfL 

– that have a role in accelerating the supply of new affordable homes in Lambeth and

to enable this in a way that aligns with the Council’s net-zero objectives. However,

these teams are highly fragmented and are not always working towards a common

objective or purpose.

4.34. There is also duplication in staff across teams, reducing efficiencies and reflecting 

siloed working practices. There are also some important aspects of the housing 

programme that do not have a clear point of accountability or overall ownership. 

Issues relating to the delivery of HfL’s affordable housing programme can be attributed 

to the fragmentation of this wider organisational structure, as well as unclear 

governance arrangements.  

4.35. The council could structure its organisation in a host of different ways, depending on 

its overall strategic objectives and desired outcome. In our view, and recognising the 

importance given to housing in the Council, there is an obvious option to restructure 

LBL’s in-house team to enable simplification, reduce duplication and to minimise 

siloed working across important and clearly linked functions. This would include: 

1. A single directorate that consolidates housing management, housing

delivery, and estate renewal functions (potentially including HfL teams),

reporting to a single Executive Director. This team would have responsibility for

overseeing all housing functions, including maintenance of existing homes and

development of new homes on HRA land. The Executive Director (or appropriate

delegate) would be responsible for LBL’s external client facing function, including

with external partners. The team would host the Council’s housing programme

and data function, including to strengthen its liaison relationship with the GLA to

ensure future grant funding allocations are retained and maximised (although

reporting of planning data would remain with the Local Planning Authority). This

team would be responsible for managing the Council’s relationship with HfL (prior

to HfL’s consolidation into the Council, if this eventuates). This team would also

include a consolidated resident engagement team function, which would be tasked

with drastically improving the Council’s approach to resident communication and

engagement. The directorate would report to the relevant Cabinet leads for

housing management and affordable housing.

2. A single directorate responsible for growth, transport, climate, planning,

land and property, and economic development. This directorate would see the

shift of the VASA team from LBL Finance into a new growth directorate, reflecting
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the shift in priority to council-owned land. Identification of HRA opportunities would 

lie with the Housing Directorate but would be taken forward in close collaboration 

with the new ‘consolidated’ growth department. LBL Planning could provide a 

much stronger in-house consultancy function to LBL Housing teams. However, 

any in-house planning consultancy function would need to ensure the Council 

Planning team upholds its statutory functions – including by way of independence. 

The Council may want to consider how its Capital Studio function interrelates with 

this new directorate, given its delivery of capital projects. 

4.36. Depending on the future of HfL, there is also an opportunity to reset the organisational 

structure of HfL. If HfL is to continue either permanently or on a time-limited basis, 

there are clear opportunities to implement more shared services with the Council via 

more joint working (including in respect of corporate communications and sales, for 

example). Any new HfL organisational structure and associated skills should align with 

the revised HfL business plan.  

Funding and finance 

4.37. Councils have different options available to them in terms of how they choose to fund 

and finance affordable homes, including as they relate to different routes to delivery. 

While housing associations and developers are also grappling with financial pressures 

and high build costs, the funding and financing regime for local authorities – 

particularly rules governing the HRA – are unique to councils. Councils also 

experience additional cost pressures, including those relating to temporary 

accommodation costs, that are unique to local authorities. These differences are 

important and mean that some financing options that work for other parts of the sector 

may be less suitable for councils (and vice versa).  

4.38. The section below sets out some ‘non-negotiable’ aspects of a well-functioning council 

financing regime for affordable housing. It then sets out some options relating to 

funding and financing mechanisms available to LBL drawing from good practice 

elsewhere in London – particularly considering HRA vs. General Fund borrowing, 

institutional investment, and GLA grant opportunities. 

4.39. Business planning: In terms of setting an overall financial framework, all boroughs 

that we engaged with over the course of this review reported having an up-to-date 

business plan. A business plan is used to set cost parameters and assumptions for 

individual schemes. Across the private and public sector, it is considered good 

practice for organisations to stress-test these business plans at least once every 12 

months to ensure that metrics and assumptions are grounded in ‘real world’ financial 

assumptions. In practice, this approach means that business plans are able to shift to 

account for changing market conditions. These business plans are detailed 

documents and should require far more information than the LBL and HfL Joint 

Delivery Plan (which could be inferred to be something broadly comparable).  

4.40. Crucially, the Business Plans should be ‘rolling’, renewed every year to take account 

of the changing circumstances. The setting of a robust, rolling business plan should 

not be considered ‘an option’ for the council – rather, it should be viewed a critical part 

of any council housebuilding programme, particularly if LBL continues to deliver 
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homes via direct delivery (whether in HfL or in-house). Programmes for individual 

schemes that sit beneath these business plans should be stress-tested even more 

regularly – some larger housing associations are stress-testing delivery plans every 

three months, given the current market. As detailed later, a key recommendation of 

this report relates to the consolidation of HfL into LBL. As part of re-examining the HfL 

Business Plan, a key task for the Council will be to assess its overall financial 

framework for affordable housing delivery – including debt cap assumptions and more 

complex loan transfer arrangements.  

4.41. Viability indicators: As well as setting a robust business plan, all councils with a local 

housebuilding programme need to establish a clear and functional set of viability 

indicators. Unlike developers, councils are in a unique position to be able to take a 

long-term view on development and this can enable greater flexibility to adjust 

required investment return hurdles. Viability indicators should set clear expectations in 

relation to hurdle rates, net-present value (NPV), interest cover ratio and loan to value 

ratio, including any borrowing impact on the Council’s HRA. By adopting such 

measures and testing any changes to the business plan against these metrics, council 

are able to maximise affordable housing outcomes while ensuring that decision-

making on future schemes is efficient in terms of considering long-term income and 

expenditure forecasts. These indicators should then be relied on when assessing 

individual schemes to enable a consistent approach to viability appraisals.  

4.42. Changing and adjusting viability indicators to account for the current market downturn 

may be a more sustainable and sensible approach to alternative approaches to 

ensuring viability on schemes, such as re-design. Re-designing schemes to address 

viability issues can take time (which may see costs rise even more in the interim 

period) and may lead to compromises in design, quality or sustainability standards 

within a future scheme – ultimately increasing costs over the long-term. For example, 

limiting the number of dual aspect homes on a scheme may save on costs in the 

short-term but may cause heating and ventilation issues in the longer-term, potentially 

requiring more costly retrofit. Similarly, increasing the density of a scheme to 

overcome viability challenges may lead to issues in obtaining planning permission. 

4.43. HRA vs. General Fund borrowing: Local authorities that we spoke to across London 

are adopting different approaches in respect of borrowing against their HRA vs. 

General Fund accounts. These different approaches depend on the objectives of their 

housing programmes, organisational risk appetite and levels of HRA headroom. These 

approaches can be summarised as follows: 

• HRA: Councils directly delivering affordable housing through in-house teams are

typically utilising their HRA to fund these programmes. This approach typically

building on HRA land, borrowing against their HRA assets to finance the scheme

and then managing the stock within the HRA. This approach works well for

councils with a large portfolio of council housing stock and councils with ample

HRA headroom. Councils noted that the HRA has a different viability hurdle when

compared to the private sector, which means that additional cross-subsidy can be

leveraged. It also allows more flexibility to the council in terms of payback
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provisions. Where development occurs on HRA land via HRA borrowing, there is 

no land cost.  

• General Fund borrowing: Some boroughs are delivering affordable housing

schemes on a mix of HRA and General Fund sites, with General Fund delivery

generally comprising mixed-use schemes or larger strategic sites. Boroughs

delivering primarily through the General Fund are doing so where there is an

express objective to generate revenue back to the council to fund other services,

rather than to purely meet housing need.

4.44. Overall, there is a mixed picture in terms of HRA vs. General Fund borrowing 

approaches. However, as is the case with in-house delivery, several councils noted 

that current market conditions are leading them back to HRA borrowing as their 

primary source of funding, given it presents a more viable and sustainable offer. This 

shift back to HRA borrowing is also precipitated on a renewed focus among councils 

to maintain and refurbish existing stock to a higher standard, particularly to address 

cladding remediation and retrofit requirements. This could be assessed on a project-

by-project basis. 

4.45. Government programmes: Each of the councils we spoke to has been allocated and 

is making good use of GLA grant funding to deliver their housing programmes. Local 

authorities are accessing capital grant funding through the following City Hall 

programmes:  

• The Mayor’s AHP 2016-2023, which includes the Building Council Homes for

Londoners programme and the Mayor’s Right to Buy-back programme. The

Mayor’s Right to Buy-back programme is a novel funding offer that provides

councils with capital funding to purchase market homes for conversion into social

rent homes or temporary accommodation, having funded over 1,500 buybacks

since its initial launch in July 2021. Both the Mayor’s AHP 2016-23 and the

Mayor’s Right to Buy-back programme close in March 2023.

• The Mayor’s AHP 2021-2026, which offers capital grant for social rent homes for

the first time in many years (previously restricted by central government), which

has been much welcomed by boroughs. This programme restricts funding for

estate regeneration replacement homes, unless councils can prove homes are

obsolete.

• The Mayor’s Small Sites Small Builders programme, which offers some funding

and access to an online portal for public landowners to market small sites for

delivery, often to be taken forward by small and medium enterprises (SMEs) or

community led housing groups. Landowners can use the portal to specify certain

requirements about affordable housing that is then built out. Funding for this

programme has recently been renewed and expanded.

• The Mayor’s specialist and supported housing capital funding programmes –

including the Care and Supported Specialised Housing (CaSSH) programme for

older Londoners and Londoners with disabilities, which runs to March 2025 –

which we heard were lesser known among some local authority teams.
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4.46. Housing associations delivering affordable homes in Lambeth suggested that LBL 

should work with partners in the borough to submit combined bids to GLA funding 

programmes. We heard anecdotal evidence that a strong partnership with the council 

can be particularly helpful when bidding for specialist and supported housing funds, to 

show a connection between provider’s ambition and local housing need (including 

where the council has a statutory duty to house certain individuals).  

4.47. Some councils also utilise the Mayor’s London Development Panel (LDP) 2, which is a 

procurement framework of volume housebuilders that can be accessed by any public 

sector landowners in London (including local authorities) and a new iteration of this 

framework is expected to be established in the future. Councils are also utilising RtB 

receipts – either retained or recycled through the GLA – to fund their programmes, 

including to fund acquisitions that can help to quickly boost levels of temporary 

accommodation. Some councils target spending of RtB receipts on family-sized 

homes (whether new build or acquisition), given RtB receipts can fund a larger overall 

proportion of development costs. 

4.48. Institutional investment: The presence of institutional investors – including pension 

funds and the Municipal Bond Market – in the UK’s affordable housing sector is 

growing. Institutional investors are keen to build partnerships with local authorities in 

London in line with the following broad approach: 

• By providing equity or debt funding to a council to deliver a scheme. The council

then repays this loan through the long-term rental revenue generated from these

homes. The benefit of this arrangement is the initial up-front capital available to

the council. Interest rates are variable, and are usually inflation-linked, meaning

that PWLB borrowing rates can remain cheaper.

• Alternatively, institutional investors can also offer an ‘income strip’ model, which

involves the transfer of land or existing housing to an investor on a long-lease,

who then leases the properties back to the council (or other provider) on an index-

linked rental agreement. At the end of the term – typically at least 30 or 40 years –

the properties revert back to the Council for a nominal sum.

• This type of income strip model can support new build or acquisition, or

alternatively to retrofit existing homes. The institutional investors we spoke to

require a degree of scale for a partnership to be appealing (for example, at least

100 homes). The reported preferred tenure is Shared Ownership and Affordable

Rent (up to 80 per cent of market rent), although the model is not bound to these

tenures. Institutional investors are also interested in partnering with councils to

undertake large-scale acquisitions for Temporary Accommodation which could

help reduce pressure on the General Fund.

• The model may not require the land to be sold from the council and, depending on

the arrangement, councils can typically maintain a degree of control over the

homes once they are built – including by acting as the landlord and providing

management services. As such, while funded through third party investment, they

can still be considered council homes.
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4.49. Institutional investors are ultimately entering into partnership with councils to make a 

return on their investment, which is then paid out to shareholders. This model requires 

a Council to underwrite index-linked rental income over a long-term period (30-40 

years). Given there is inherent uncertainty in the market (current and future), this 

model is not without risk to councils or other partner organisations. Councils should 

ensure that any partnerships with for-profit entities are tightly contracted, particularly 

where housing management services are involved, to ensure housing remains well-

maintained and low-cost into the long-term. 

Case study: London Borough of Barnet and Sage Homes partnership 

An example of a local authority partnering with an institutional investor is the London 

Borough of Barnet’s recent partnership with Sage Homes to deliver affordable homes at 

the Upper and Lower Fosters estate. The scheme is delivering 217 new affordable homes 

with a council-owned estate. The scheme was co-designed with residents, neighbours 

and local community organisations. It comprises 82 shared ownership, 60 London 

Affordable Rent and 75 Extra Care Homes. Barnet Council is funding the delivery of the 

75 Extra Care homes through its HRA and has partnered with Sage Homes to forward 

fund the delivery of the remaining 142 homes. To increase the number of affordable 

homes, Sage Homes invested £46.6m in the scheme and worked with the council to 

jointly secure £7.32m of grant funding from the GLA. As a result, 102 affordable homes 

out of the 142 are being delivered over and above planning requirements. Without this 

funding these homes would not have become affordable. Barnet Homes led on the 

scheme’s planning and contractor procurement, and the homes will be delivered in 

accordance with their specification. Barnet Homes will continue to manage the entire 

estate. 

Governance 

4.50. Effective governance is critical to enabling swift decision-making and to ensuring 

effective quality and financial control. It ensures that public money is well invested and 

that projects are carefully and consistently reviewed at key stages. It also enables 

projects to be designed and delivered to a high-standard, and to budget. It provides 

clarity about responsibilities, making best use of officer time, and ensures investment 

decisions are based on robust information. 

4.51. Complex or ambiguous governance processes and structure can significantly slow 

down decision-making especially where decisions need to be taken to multiple forums 

for approval. Poorly defined accountabilities may limit scrutiny and give rise to tension 

among staff, if there are opposing views about expected outcomes. 

4.52. We have identified some principles and requirements of good governance, which 

apply to council housebuilding programmes. These include: 
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• A robust policy and business framework in which to make decisions, which means

decisions confirm compliance against commonly agreed benchmarks rather than

debate what these settings should be.

• Clarity on accountability and delegations, particularly in determining who is

ultimately responsible for making decisions.

• Streamlined decision-making across teams to limit siloed working and facilitate

delivery, which will ensure consistency across different teams or functions.

• Independent scrutiny, which enables decisions to be challenged and information

presented to be appropriately interrogated.

• Decision-making and oversight should be matched to the appropriate level of

seniority and expertise. For example, financial experts should be accountable to

scrutinise and endorse financial decisions.

• Where possible, and where commercial confidentiality is not compromised,

decisions should be made publicly available, to ensure transparency and to

enable wider public accountability.

4.53. Drawing from the practice of other leading London boroughs, we suggest that effective 

governance for a local authority housebuilding programme includes the following 

structures and mechanisms: 

4.54. HfL Board: The Board should meet monthly. It should be the main point of 

performance review – responsible for scrutinising projects in-depth, including 

proposals for funding, and to ensure the programme is meeting core KPIs and agreed 

outcomes. It should also be responsible for scrutinising the overall financial and policy 

framework to which the programme is delivered, although this is ultimately set by the 

Council. The Board should comprise membership of executive and non-executive 

representatives that are independent from the Council. The Board can have a 

shareholder presence, although this should be limited to one member. This reduction 

in LBL members is not about HfL asserting independence, or reducing the Council’s 

oversight of HfL (which is enabled through the Ownership and Stewardship Panel) 

rather clarifying accountabilities and reflecting good governance. It is the Council’s 

responsibility to ensure the Board has appropriate expertise.  

4.55. Investment committee: A new investment committee should sit within the Council 

and have corporate oversight of all capital programmes within HfL and the Council, 

including housing. The investment committee should have appropriate delegation from 

the Cabinet to be able to make decisions based on an agreed business plan or 

financial framework. It will make final decisions on HfL and LBL’s delivery based on 

information that has already been scrutinised internally (potentially through the Board) 

and make recommendation to Cabinet on schemes that fall outside of the agreed 

business plan. It should be responsible for approving decisions, including decisions to 

release funding for housing at various ‘Gateway’ (or RIBA) phases. It should be 

chaired by the Council’s Chief Executive. Its membership should involve senior council 

officers with relevant finance, procurement and legal expertise, who should be 
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thoroughly consulted and provide comment on decisions. Its membership should not 

comprise HfL officers who are responsible for seeking funding through this committee. 

4.56. Cabinet: Some (but not all) decisions should be taken to Cabinet for final approval, 

although these approvals should be based on firm endorsements and 

recommendations from senior officers. There should be a clear scheme of delegations 

that confirms which decisions warrant Cabinet deliberation and input, recognising that 

more technical decisions should rely more heavily on specialist expertise (including in-

house experts). Decisions that warrant Cabinet approval may include decisions 

relating to significant financial sums or decisions relating to transfer or disposal of 

council land. Cabinet should also be responsible for signing off key strategy and policy 

documents. 

4.57. Housing Programme Board: For a council like Lambeth, which utilises different 

internal routes to affordable housing delivery across multiple teams and entities, there 

is benefit in having a central collaboration or working group to share information and to 

ensure broad alignment across projects and purposes. The group should also reflect 

collectively on the direction of travel of the wider programme, including to develop joint 

housing strategies or policies. This group should be chaired by an appropriately senior 

stakeholder, such as the Chief Executive of Lambeth Council. It should not have 

formal decision-making powers, although it should make recommendations to key 

decision-making groups (including the Investment Committee and Cabinet). Its 

membership should include senior officers across LBL’s Housing and Growth 

divisions, including within HfL. 

4.58. To strengthen accountability of HfL, the Council should strengthen its shareholder 

function via the existing Ownership and Stewardship Panel. LBL may want to explore 

establishing an Expert Advisory Panel to help it implement the recommendations of 

this review and to point the Council toward sector best practice.  

4.59. There are clear issues in terms of detailed information about schemes, financial 

controls and baseline financial information not being routinely presented to the HfL 

Board or other forums to enable proper scrutiny. This issue has been evidenced by 

our own team finding it difficult to obtain consistent financial information from both HfL 

and LBL officers over the course of this review. These matters need addressing 

urgently to ensure there is a ‘single version of truth’ regarding the financial and 

delivery position that is common to HfL and LBL. A meaningful performance and 

financial dashboard would help with overall communication to HfL Board Members, 

the HfL and LBL executive team, and the Council. Regular updates on the impact of 

the short-term programme on the Council’s HRA and what that means for the wider 

programme should be communicated throughout HfL and the Council on at least a 

quarterly basis, including through the Ownership and Stewardship Panel. While we 

found some issues with HfL financial governance over the course of the review, these 

issues relate to relatively modest sums compared to the originally envisaged scale of 

the programme and could remedied through implementation of relatively 

straightforward changes (as set out in this report). 
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4.60. To help streamline decision-making, the London Borough of Brent have introduced a 

new process whereby they submit an overall housing programme update report to 

Cabinet every six months. Key decisions requiring Cabinet approval are progressed 

through this mechanism, which means that officers are not required to return to 

Cabinet for individual decisions on a more sporadic basis. This approach reportedly 

speeds up progress and limits the amount of time required obtaining approvals. It also 

means Cabinet is regularly well-briefed on the progress of the overall programme. 

4.61. As outlined above, LBL needs to produce a housing strategy framework and 

associated policies that outline requirements that are to be met. Cabinet and other 

governance processes then exist to sign off or confirm decisions that have already 

been made, rather than to debate merits of individual projects based on a value 

judgment.  

Approach to land 

4.62. In London – where land values are high, and where developable land is scarce – 

council-owned land is an asset. As outlined earlier in this report, many of the larger 

opportunity areas in Lambeth – such as in the Vauxhall Nine Elms area– have been 

developed out, meaning some of the low-hanging fruit is gone and the council needs 

to think creatively about securing new sites for housebuilding (including within and 

potentially outside of its HRA). Other local authorities that we spoke to noted that a 

mix of small and larger sites was crucial to ensure the viability and deliverability of 

their housing programmes.  

4.63. The availability of land is critical to other affordable housing providers to bring forward 

development. LBL delivery partners – and prospective partners – noted that access to 

land is a key barrier to increasing their housing programmes in Lambeth. These 

external partners suggest that Lambeth could play a more pro-active role in 

harnessing its public sector powers to identify and unlock land for development.   

4.64. Publishing information about available council-owned sites: Making more 

information available about sites the council owns, and what development is possible 

on these sites, would be welcome by LBL partners. This approach would allow other 

landowners to identify possible developments that may not be viable to be brought 

forward individually, but which could be brought forward if combined with development 

on adjacent land under different ownership. This would facilitate conversations 

between parties, either to develop joint schemes or to ensure that proposals are 

consistent with each other if located nearby. The latter element could improve 

placemaking by identifying linkages and opportunities, such as for sustainable 

transport, and for complementary design.  

4.65. Any information published about council-owned sites would need to primarily draw 

from an active ‘tracker’ of potential council-owned sites that sit across the Council’s 

HRA and General Fund portfolio to form a development pipeline. Such a tracker does 

not yet exist within LBL, and it would require resource to create and oversee, but 

would enable a much more strategic overview of opportunity sites. Any information 

made publicly available could also draw from the LBL Site Allocation Development 

Plan Document (DPD) and various internal trackers that are currently in place. It could 
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also draw from – or build on – land identified and published through the Mayor of 

London’s Public Land Registry.56  

4.66. Taking a portfolio approach to small sites: Currently, small sites in LBL ownership 

that have been identified as suitable for development are currently split across HfL 

and the Council. HfL is developing its small sites out one-by-one, although reports that 

a programme approach is underway. LBL has very limited experiencing securing a 

development agreement to support delivery on one small site (Hillside Gardens 

Estate, which built four social rent homes). Taking a ‘portfolio approach’ – whereby 

smaller sites are bundled up and delivered together, potentially using the same 

contractor or builder – may help to achieve economies of scale and wider efficiencies.  

4.67. LBL could also explore utilising the GLA’s Small Sites Small Builders portal to market 

small sites to smaller local developers, particularly if it were looking to diversify its 

range of partners (see case study below57). LBL could also consider delivering good 

quality supported housing, temporary accommodation or community led housing 

(including via Community Land Trusts) on smaller sites, as these types of 

opportunities can play an important role in meeting specialist need and are eligible for 

GLA grant. 

4.68. Outside of council-owned sites, the London Plan 2021 has set a target for LBL to 

deliver 4,000 homes on small site in Lambeth over the next ten years. The Council 

could work with other partner organisations to help identify additional small sites for 

development, drawing from the Brownfield land register and new internal land tracker. 

The council could also explore whether the Department of Transport’s Low Traffic 

Neighbourhoods programme has created any small areas of land that may be suitable 

for development (through the reduction in car parking spaces). 

Case study: Partnering with registered providers to deliver affordable housing on 

small sites, London Borough of Hounslow 

As part of LB Hounslow’s pledge to secure an additional 5,000 new and affordable homes 

by 2022, Hounslow is focusing on unlocking small sites. Hounslow has restricted the 

enterprises able to bid on small sites coming through their programme to Registered 

Providers (RPs). It has focused on the delivery of rented accommodation that can take 

nominations from the borough’s housing register. By working solely with RPs, Hounslow 

is able to take advantage of their experience and proven track record in delivering and 

managing affordable housing – ultimately to help build confidence around the ultimate 

benefits that will be gained from delivering on small sites.  

Hounslow has focused on sites that have previously been overlooked as opportunities for 

housing. For example, they have worked with RPs on several garage sites. This 

56https://apps.london.gov.uk/public-land/ 

57 Note this case study has been lifted from a case study in the Small Sites x Small Builders: Unlocking Land 

to Support a More Diverse Housing Supply report (September 2022). 

https://apps.london.gov.uk/public-land/
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partnership approach has led to four planning applications having been submitted with 

further sites expected to come forward. The borough is releasing small sites in ‘batches’, 

recognising this is an important way to achieve greater economies of scale. It is also 

expected to reduce the costs associated with working with a broad range of RPs further 

down the line. Ensuring dedicated council resource is available to work with delivery 

partners is available has helped drive the programme forward. At the same time, a 

collaborative relationship between LB Hounslow’s asset management and planning 

departments has enabled early buy-in. LB Hounslow reports it has been able to reach a 

wider audience by marketing schemes through the Mayor’s Small Sites x Small Builders 

portal. 

 

4.69. Taking a more proactive role in land assembly: External partners unanimously 

agreed that LBL could have a much clearer role to play in undertaking land assembly, 

including by utilising its own assets and creating partnerships between multiple 

landowners (including housing associations and public sector bodies). To do so, the 

council could use its compulsory purchase powers to enable developments where 

there is a clear public benefit and wider social value. Central government has recently 

consulted on reforming compulsory purchase to cap payments for ‘hope value’ if the 

acquiring body is a public sector body and if there is clear public benefit. If 

implemented, this could provide huge value to enable direct delivery or development 

with other partners. Any use of CPO must be preceded and underpinned by a wider 

strategy for land and land assembly. Adequate skills, expertise and resourcing within 

LBL would be critical to take forward this function. 

 

Case study: Combining land acquisitions with council land to maximise housing 

delivery at the Red Lion Boys Club, London Borough of Southwark 

Southwark Council’s Red Lion Boys Club site is located opposite Surrey Quays station in 

the Rotherhithe ward, adjacent to the council’s Hawkstone Estate. 

In 2019, Southwark Council purchased private land which had previously been the site of 

the old Red Lion Boys youth club. The land acquisition was led by Southwark’s 

Sustainable Growth Team which is part of the Chief Executive’s directorate. The site was 

then transferred to the council’s housing delivery team in the Housing and Modernisation 

directorate (now called Southwark Construction) to create development proposals. 

Southwark’s cabinet made the decision to authorise the purchase as part of the housing 

investment programme, funded by the HRA, based on a report that both directorates 

contributed to. 

The strategic decision to purchase the land was made because it was well-positioned 

adjacent to the Hawkstone Estate, with a council garage court immediately bordering the 

former youth club site. Combining this estate land with the purchased site offered an 

opportunity to design a new housing scheme that could hold considerably more homes 

than either plot of land alone.  
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Southwark Council will also make improvements to the Hawkstone Estate at the same 

time, by providing new community spaces, improving accessibility and permeability 

across the Hawkstone Estate, and creating better links to the nearby Southwark Park. 

Southwark Council plans to build over 100 new homes on the Red Lion Boys site, of 

which 50 per cent will be delivered as council homes and 50 per cent will be market 

homes to help fund the council homes and community facilities. The current designs 

propose a tall building to complement the other tall buildings in the area, maximising and 

enhancing the utility, value and quality of council-owned land.  

Southwark Council plans to appoint a contractor in summer 2023 with a view to starting 

construction in early 2024. Building works are expected to complete in early 2026. The 

development will be funded by proportionate mix of HRA borrowing, GLA grant and 

receipts from market homes. 

 

4.70. Adopting a strong external client function: If LBL is to take a more proactive role in 

the land market, including by supporting other public sector landowners to secure or 

assemble sites, the Council needs to establish a clear, visible team that act as a point 

of contact for external parties. External groups spoke of the LBL Planning team as 

currently serving this function, but there was a consensus that an equivalent role in the 

Council’s Housing and Regeneration Team would be useful to take forward individual 

schemes. An example of this includes with One Public Estate and SLAM NHS Trust, 

both of whom reported low engagement with the LBL outside of the planning team and 

who wanted to work more closely with LBL to unlock land opportunities.  

4.71. The creation and publication of a Housing Strategy for Lambeth is also relevant to the 

Council’s approach to land. A housing strategy could clearly set out how LBL intends 

to utilise its land for development – including which sites it intends to take forward via 

direct delivery, as well as sites where it could be open to partnership working. The 

strategy could also set out whether the council has a presumption in favour of 

retaining a freehold interest in its sites and its approach (if any) to land disposals. 

Net-zero aspirations in housebuilding 

4.72. This review was tasked with considering how LBL can build more affordable homes, 

while also managing the costs of moving to a net-zero borough. We begin from a 

principle that while building to low carbon standards may bring an additional short-

term cost, it ultimately provides a long-term investment to residents and the 

community as-a-whole. Building homes to higher environmental standards reduces 

the likelihood of potentially costly retrofit in the future and energy efficient homes can 

reduce the cost of bills for social tenants, providing positive quality of life outcomes 

and also minimising rental voids.  

4.73. LBL has set a target to be net-zero by 2030. The Council acknowledges it is not yet 

wholly on course to meet this target, although has agreed a corporate carbon 

reduction plan and is in the process of developing more granular policies to deliver 

against this ambition. The Council also notes that the Council’s biggest carbon outputs 
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relate to emissions of existing buildings (to be addressed via retrofit) and transport, 

which we have not looked to interrogate in the course of this review.  

4.74. While LBL has built very few homes, the homes it has built have been built to good 

standards. HfL’s design standards dictate a Fabric First policy, which reflects sector 

best practice. Eliza Cook House at Knight’s Walk achieves 37 per cent better than 

building regulations and has been built using a Passivhaus methodology. HfL reports 

it has plans to achieve a carbon reduction averaging 75 per cent in the next phase of 

its development programme – including as part of developing Hydethorpe Road, 

Roman Rise, Patmos Lodge and Westbury Phase II, which is significantly higher than 

the average standard set by the planning system. HfL’s approach to environmental 

performance has been applauded by New London Architecture in their recent ‘Net 

Zero London’ publication.58  

4.75. Setting the standard: As noted earlier, the Council has adopted the Mayor of 

London’s residential environmental sustainability policies as set out in the London 

Plan 2021.59 These policy standards currently go further than central government 

regulations and set a range of requirements on new build residential housing, 

including a requirement for all major requirements to be net-zero. They also require 

larger development proposals to calculate whole life-cycle carbon emissions through 

nationally recognised Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments and demonstrate actions 

taken to reduce life-cycle carbon emissions, which accounts for both operational and 

embodied carbon. Developments of 10 or more homes must also submit data to the 

GLA’s ‘Be Seen’ monitoring portal and produce strategies to reduce the potential for 

internal overeating of homes. We found the Council was performing well in terms of 

complying with and actively promoting these requirements. 

4.76. The sector is gearing up for a net-zero carbon standard in housebuilding, which is 

expected to be implemented in 2025. Both the GLA and LBL are actively preparing for 

these changes and acknowledge that amendment to existing planning policies may be 

required. It is difficult to predict exactly what these standards will require. Experts that 

we consulted in this review expect that if a ‘new build net-zero standard’ were to be 

implemented, this would perhaps take the form of banning fossil fuels in heating and 

water, changing energy use and intensity and possibly maximising the use of solar 

power. These changes can most likely be accounted for without the need to 

fundamentally retrofit or rebuild homes that are being built to today’s standards, 

although may impact older housing stock. While the planning framework is in a good 

place, this does not mean that LBL or HfL should be complacent – especially if it 

wants to continue to be viewed as a sector leader in this aspect of its programme. 

4.77. Producing a clear commissioning brief: As noted above, HfL have produced 

internal design standards and is building schemes to standards that go beyond 

planning policies, which is commendable. However, the HfL Design Standards that we 

saw are presented as principles. They are presented with an upfront caveat achieving 

 

58 https://nla.london/insights/zero-carbon-london  

59 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_london_plan_2021.pdf  

https://nla.london/insights/zero-carbon-london
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_london_plan_2021.pdf
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these standards will not always be achievable. Similarly, discussions with LBL 

development officers highlighted that there is no clear commissioning brief that sets 

out environmental standards for new homes built through partnership developments. 

While some flexibility is helpful – and while it’s clear the Lambeth Local Plan presents 

a good ‘fallback’ in terms of policy benchmark – the Council should be clearer in terms 

of what it considers to be internal best practice, even in the context of evolving 

technologies and with regard to viability.  

4.78. LBL’s in-house planning team should produce these standards in partnership with the 

Council, which could be clearly communicated as part of a new Housing Strategy for 

Lambeth. The publication of such standards would provide welcome clarity to 

development partners and prospective partners seeking to work in partnership with the 

Council to build homes. We encourage the team to retain its focus on its Fabric First. 

The Council could go further in this approach by trialling several schemes built to 

Passivhaus standards, although we acknowledge this will come at a higher cost and 

are not recommending wholesale adoption of Passivhaus across the Council 

programme. This activity – including the introduction of new standards – will need to 

be supported by a major in-house training and upskilling exercise, which again we 

think should be led by the LBL Sustainability team. We suggest the LBL Sustainability 

team should play a more active role in upskilling the Council about emerging 

technologies and this training should also be offered to councillors. 

4.79. Rigorous carbon assessments: We note above the planning requirement for all 

developments of over 150 homes to undertake a whole life-cycle carbon assessment 

to monitor the carbon impacts of new development. The Council is embedding this 

requirement into its developments. We recommend the Council explores rolling this 

assessment – or a similar assessment – out for smaller developments.  

4.80. We also suggest LBL embeds these assessments into their decision-making 

framework for new development – meaning that where options appraisals for new 

projects are being developed, that considerations about carbon outputs are factored in 

from the outset. As we explain elsewhere this report, this assessment is particularly 

helpful when determining what course of action to take in renewing older estates – 

including as part of determining whether retrofit or demolition will be the more carbon 

efficient option in the longer-term and recognising that retrofit is not always the more 

sustainable option. The integration of such rigorous assessments will ensure that 

decision-making about the future of estate demolition is grounded in evidence. This 

information should always be shared with residents to help them be genuinely 

involved in choices about the future of their estates. 

4.81. A good example of this approach occurring in practice is on the Carpenter’s Estate in 

Newham, where the regeneration of the estate is being led by Populo Living – 

Newham’s wholly-owned development company. The estate includes three tower 

blocks. At the outset, Populo Living undertook detailed appraisals of the structure of 

each of these towers in determining their future, in consultation with residents. The 

appraisals showed that the concrete frame of one of the tower blocks was structurally 

sound and that retaining the frame could enable embodied carbon and cost savings. 

As such, rather than demolish the entire structure, Populo Living is ‘stripping it back’ 
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and building over the retained frame. Populo Living is eligible for GLA capital funding 

grant to do so. This follows a similar approach to the internationally acclaimed 

‘Lacaton & Vassal model’ of renovating social housing blocks in France, which could 

be replicated in London.60 

4.82. Post occupancy evaluation: Setting robust commissioning standards is clearly 

important in terms of achieving high standards. However, it is equally – if not more – 

important to monitor the performance of these new homes following completion. Post-

occupancy evaluation enables affordable housing providers to assess the extent to 

which ne affordable homes delivered are well-designed and fit-for purpose, and also to 

understand the resident experience of living in such homes. This data can then inform 

policy making moving forward.  

4.83. The GLA is piloting post occupancy evaluation in its new AHP 2021-2026, with a 

select group of pilot partner organisations participating. It is possible the GLA will 

rollout post occupancy evaluation as a contractual requirement in 2023. As such, there 

is benefit in LBL getting up to speed on this process quickly and embedding this into 

their programme. Post occupancy evaluation will require some resident outreach 

following completion of new build homes, including via surveys and home visits. It also 

requires data monitoring and capture in line with existing planning requirements, such 

as through the GLA’s ‘Be Seen’ portal. Other organisations – such as TfL – are 

independently embedding post occupancy evaluations into their programmes. 

4.84. Modern Methods of Construction (MMC): MMC – or off-site construction – is often 

heralded as providing a more environmentally sustainable, less disruptive solution to 

building homes. To achieve cost efficiencies with MMC, and to ensure these projects 

can be delivered to a high standard, LBL would need to deliver these projects at scale, 

with dedicated resource and with bespoke procurement arrangements. This approach 

may present additional risks in the current economic climate.  

4.85. The use of Cross-Laminated Timber in MMC development presents a highly 

environmental approach to housebuilding, however, is not eligible for GLA grant 

through the new AHP 2021-2026 and its use remains very much in the crossfire of 

building safety regulations. If LBL wanted to explore MMC more deeply, it could 

explore joining Be First’s MMC Buyers Club – which aims to build purchasing power 

through a consortium approach with other London boroughs – or through other 

collaborative procurement vehicles, such as the National Housing Federation’s 

Building Better framework (which is open to local authorities).61 

 

60 See: https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2021/mar/16/lacaton-vassal-unflashy-french-architectures-

pritzker-prize  

61 https://buildingbetter.org.uk/  

https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2021/mar/16/lacaton-vassal-unflashy-french-architectures-pritzker-prize
https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2021/mar/16/lacaton-vassal-unflashy-french-architectures-pritzker-prize
https://buildingbetter.org.uk/
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Routes to affordable housing delivery 

Affordable housing delivery through the planning system 

4.86. Overall, the LBL planning function is working well to secure more affordable homes. 

However, we heard from a range of providers – including other local authorities – that 

affordable housing delivery is increasingly unviable in the current market, where 

reliance on cross-subsidy is still central to most delivery models. These viability 

challenges are particularly acute where providers are required to deliver 50 per cent 

affordable housing on public or industrial land. That being said, we think these policy 

settings remain correct and we heard positive remarks that policy requirements are 

beginning to bake into land values to account for these requirements – although the 

need for cheap capital, including through GLA grant, remains critical to delivery. 

4.87. Resourcing: Without a doubt, a well-resourced and accessible planning department 

within the council is critical to meeting growing demand for housing. The LBL planning 

team has a constructive relationship with registered providers and developers. 

However, resource pressures impact the capacity of officers, which can lead to delays 

in the planning process. This resourcing and recruitment of strong local planning 

departments is a challenge and this issue is not unique to Lambeth. However, we 

would strongly support the council reviewing the appropriate level of resourcing in the 

LBL planning department – with a view to expanding the team – to meet the borough’s 

growing ambitions to deliver more affordable housing.  

4.88. An expanded LBL planning team could provide a stronger in-house consultancy 

function to support HfL and LBL schemes, reducing the reliance on costly external 

consultants. In doing so, the LBL planning team should retained its independent 

statutory function as a local planning authority but be viewed as a core enabling agent 

– rather than regulatory function – in respect to delivery. It should be empowered to 

guide the council through practical options relating to site optimisation, density, urban 

design and net-zero ambitions when progressing schemes to ensure that viability 

adjustments do not lead to compromises on design or sustainability outcomes (which 

may risk being rejected at planning). The planning team is already well regarded by 

external parties. Building up its public profile as a ‘key strategic enabler’ with strong 

policy and development skill may help to attract and retain skilled staff longer-term. 

4.89. Clarity in policy settings: Simple and coherent development policies also provide 

certainty when bringing schemes forward for consideration, with the Mayor’s ‘fast 

track’ route providing a good example of this. Reducing the variability in decision-

making allows providers to plan ahead and will see more homes delivered more 

quickly, with strong resident support for development through a positive ballot 

providing a good example of this certainty. As noted earlier, LBL should more widely 

disseminate its emerging Site Allocations DPD and potentially provide information 

about which of these are in council ownership, to help provide clarity and opportunity 

to the wider development sector in Lambeth.  
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Direct delivery of affordable homes 

4.90. Direct delivery of affordable homes requires greater financial investment and the 

Council bears more risks. However, when undertaken effectively, there are many 

benefits to council-led direct delivery of affordable homes. Direct delivery enables 

councils to have the most control over outcomes – including in respect of affordable 

housing levels, design and environmental sustainability outcomes. It also enables the 

Council to have more direct oversight over which contractors are involved and set 

timelines for delivery. It is viewed as the most traditional form of council housebuilding 

and is therefore popular with local communities.  

4.91. Procurement and client function: Effective direct delivery of affordable housing 

requires a strong and competent in-house client function. LBL and HfL staff must all 

be trained in public sector procurement rules and ensure these learnings are reflected 

in direct delivery procurement activities – particularly when securing design teams and 

contractors (or combined developers). LBL direct delivery teams – whether in-house 

or within HfL – should draw from set commissioning briefs, which set clear and 

consistent objectives that relate to design, sustainability and social impact objectives. 

Local communities should ideally have a role in choosing architects, particularly where 

this occurs on estate renewal, and such architects should engage with communities 

through public meetings prior to the commencement of any design works.  

4.92. LBL direct delivery teams – whether in-house or HfL – should explore the use of public 

frameworks to procure high-quality contractors with a clear track record and to achieve 

efficiencies. The use of procurement frameworks is particularly relevant to HfL or LBL, 

who are new to direct delivery and should continue to rely on existing sector expertise 

to simplify the development process. 

4.93. Golden thread: The implementation of a ‘golden thread’ throughout the construction 

process is absolutely critical to the delivery of safe, quality affordable housing. The 

new Building Safety Regulations will require all housing delivery teams to introduce 

such golden thread processes from next year. The implementation of a golden thread 

helps to ensure that planning, design and construction phases of delivery take into 

account safety issues or risks. Such processes also ensure corporate memory is not 

lost when staff leave the organisation (which is an inevitability even in the most well-

functioning housing delivery teams), including after homes are built.  

4.94. HfL (or LBL) should set clear responsibilities regarding accountability to Construction 

Design Management Regulations and associated building safety legislation. Any in-

house direct delivery team should also point an independent Employer’s Agent, 

responsible for on-site inspection using clerk of works services. 

4.95. GLA Delivering Quality Homes Handbook: The HfL team has produced a set of HfL 

Design Standards, which reflect good practice. However, associated documentation 

and effective management do not necessarily flow from these, and we struggled to 

see evidence of how these policies were adhered to in practice (despite some positive 

outcomes regarding the environmental performance of Knights Walk Phase I, which 

has been built to Passivhaus standard – although was not Passivhaus certified). In 

November 2021, the Mayor of London published his new ‘Delivering Quality Homes 
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Handbook’.62 The handbook steps out how councils can work smarter to improve their 

own teams and processes to improve the quality of homes they are directly delivering. 

It also provides guidance about good procurement practices.  

4.96. We recommend HfL and LBL use this handbook to help create and adopt their own 

bespoke action plan, for which the GLA will provide a template and associated 

guidance at nil cost. The use of the Delivering Quality Home Handbook is expected to 

become a contractual requirement later in the AHP 2021-2026 programme cycle, so 

there is wider benefit in LBL and HfL familiarising themselves with the document. 

Other local authorities – including the London Borough of Brent – have brought in 

Mayoral Design Advocates to help embed the action plan into their local processes 

and practices and report this has benefited their teams and outputs.  

4.97. Scale of delivery: LBL’s direct delivery programme is relatively small, at least 

compared to larger volume housebuilders in London. Discussions with other leading 

local authorities and London’s wider development sector showed that there needs to 

be a sufficient sizable pipeline programme for direct delivery to function well. In the 

meantime, while in-house capacity and skills are being built up, there is a clear case 

for the Council and HfL to procure services and expertise from others to ensure 

affordable housing delivery can be maintained and accelerated in the shorter term.  

Development agreements and wider partnership working 

4.98. As noted above, LBL is beginning to build up its in-house capacity to enable 

affordable housing delivery through development agreements. This approach involves 

the council procuring a usually more established developer or registered provider to 

lead on all aspects of delivery – from design, to planning, to construction and 

handover – and this typically occurs on council-owned land. In some instances, 

completed homes are purchased back by the Council and let by HfL as council 

housing to increase overall council housing stock. In order instances, these homes are 

owned and managed by other registered providers, although the council will have 

nomination rights. We think that building up formal partnership arrangements with 

more experienced affordable housing developers is a good course of action for LBL, 

which – if executed effectively – could help to unlock more affordable homes while the 

council builds up its direct delivery capability.  

4.99. There is no fixed structure as to what a local authority affordable housing development 

agreement might look like – and over the years local authorities have utilised a variety 

of contracting arrangements to deliver homes. Different types of contracts – including 

development agreements, joint ventures, and development management options – 

can be configured distinctly, to achieve different outcomes involving varying levels of 

risk transfer and control. Agreements can involve the transfer of land, on a freehold or 

leasehold basis, although we strongly advise LBL should retain a freehold interest in 

land wherever possible given the long-term value it can generate for the Council and 

 

62 Delivering Quality Homes Handbook (london.gov.uk) 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mol_delivering_quality_homes_handbook_draftnovember2021.pdf
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residents. A more detailed explanation about different development agreements is set 

out in Appendix 12. 

4.100. Some areas of good practice that apply to direct delivery of affordable housing also 

apply when LBL is entering into partnership arrangements with third parties to deliver 

homes. Such areas include: 

• Firm adherence to public sector procurement rules. 

• Clear commissioning brief, including firm expectation on outcomes regarding 

levels of affordable housing, design, environmental sustainability, safety, and 

other social value outcomes – especially where they are expecting to go above 

and beyond Lambeth Local Plan requirements. 

• Strong regulatory framework and legal oversight, to ensure expectations are 

clearly articulated and core accountabilities are well defined across the council 

and the third party, supported by a strong client function.  

4.101. Development partnerships with housing associations: As noted earlier, some of 

London’s larger volume building housing associations – including G15 members – are 

looking to temporarily downsize their development programmes, due to a mix of 

market conditions and more recent (and growing) emphasis on maintenance of 

existing stock. This shift in focus means that some housing association development 

teams have additional capacity to take on more development on behalf of councils or 

are more open to partnership agreements where there is a degree of risk-sharing – 

particularly where such agreements present land for development.  

 

Case Study – London Borough of Brent & Network Homes Co-operation Agreement  

In 2018, the G15 published its ‘Offer to London’, which committed its housing association 

members to working with London boroughs through a variety of partnership models, 

tailored to meet the specific needs of individual boroughs. This offer was based on the 

recognition that housing associations and councils share a common purpose when it 

comes to increasing affordable housing.  

LB Brent has received significant GLA grant allocations to build affordable homes, placing 

significant demand for staffing resource. The expectation is that council resources will be 

utilised whenever possible to lead development of sites – but this cannot always occur, 

given the scale and pace at which projects need to be delivered. 

Brent Council has since worked with Network Homes to create a co-operation agreement. 

It enables the council to upscale its capacity by utilising Network Homes’ resources 

across four key areas: 

• Planning including resident consultation 

• Detailed design including contractor procurement 

• Management of construction, and 

• Cco-ordination and resolution of defects. 
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The agreement specifies four sites for Network Homes to develop. Across these four 

sites, it is expected that Network Homes will deliver between 200-300 new homes. The 

agreement allows for additional sites to be added pending on the council’s requirement to 

further increase capacity. The council reimburses Network Homes for the costs incurred 

in the development of council-owned sites. The council is also responsible for any other 

associated costs.  

LB Brent reports to have benefiting from the following outputs today: 

• Use of Network Homes procurement frameworks for contractors and consultants 

• Appointment and management of a consultant team  

• Access to dedicated and experienced project managers for schemes avoiding 

competition and challenges to recruit within the sector. 

• Support from a highly experienced team to help with engaging with residents in all 

stages of consultation, enabling LB Brent to progress schemes at a faster rate.  

 

4.102. Such development agreements can also help to counteract skills deficits within local 

authority housing teams, while also delivering against councils’ ambitions to 

accelerate delivery. A good example of one such partnership model is the Co-

operation agreement developed between the London Borough of Brent and Network 

Homes (see case study below). We are also aware of a non-contractual partnership 

agreement between One Housing Group and the London Borough of Islington, where 

staff from each of the organisations informally upskill through informal shadowing and 

exchanging of ideas. These opportunities provide a two-way benefit to housing 

associations, who can learn more about local authority processes and programmes. 

Similar skills sharing arrangements could be formalised in development agreements to 

help build in-house capability within LBL or HfL. 

4.103. Wider partnership considerations: The housing associations and developers that 

we spoke to noted that LBL could improve its client function by sending a clear signal 

to the market about the Council’s affordable housing delivery aspirations – particularly 

to understand where affordable housing sits against the Council’s other political 

priorities. As noted earlier, partners and prospective partners would welcome further 

information about the Council’s land offer or wider portfolio that could be developed in 

partnership – possibly building on the existing work of the Lambeth Housing 

Partnership, which currently lacks clear leadership in terms of promoting development 

partnership opportunities. As evidenced in the LB Brent and Network Homes Co-

operation Agreement, many housing associations have significant expertise in relation 

to planning, community engagement and development – as well as established supply 

chain relationships – that could be leveraged into Council programmes through 

partnership working.  
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Non-construction methods of increasing affordable housing 

4.104. A potentially underexplored area – that could bring significant benefit in terms of 

increasing the amount of affordable housing (including council housing) in Lambeth – 

relates to the use of ‘non-construction’ methods to increase access to affordable 

housing. We heard from a range of local authorities and housing associations 

exploring these options, with success. Some of these opportunities may be quicker 

than typical delivery routes involving construction, may have other indirect benefits 

(such as reducing overcrowding) and – if implemented effectively – cheaper.  

4.105. Acquisitions: There are several different ways that LBL can expand its affordable 

housing stock (including temporary accommodation) through the purchase and 

conversion of existing homes on the market. Such routes include: 

1. Purchasing of Section 106 units from developers or other housing providers 

building homes in Lambeth through the planning system. As noted earlier, 

LBL and HfL have experience purchasing homes in this way. However, these 

purchases are undertaken opportunistically and are not backed by a clear Council 

policy position. If the Council set a presumption in favour of purchasing Section 

106 affordable homes, especially where the homes are built on council-owned 

land, it would enable LBL to involve itself earlier on in the development process. 

Early involvement would enable the Council to maximise the number of affordable 

homes (including by bringing in GLA grant funding) and be more prescriptive in 

the design specification from the outset. It would also ensure a more uniform 

approach to checking for defects and setting aftercare liabilities.  

2. Partnering with external organisations to deliver turnkey solutions or to 

bulk-purchase ‘off plan’, which is an alternative to Section 106 acquisitions. 

A bulk-purchase approach could help to drive down costs if negotiated and 

secured at scale. This approach could be supported through partnership with a 

developer, housing association or institutional investor. 

3. Purchasing homes off the private market, ‘off-the-shelf’. This approach could 

include, but is not limited to, the purchase of ex-council homes previously sold to 

tenants through RtB. This approach would aim to secure housing in long-term 

council ownership, rather than to buy-back homes to enable future demolition. 

4.106. The above acquisitions programmes can be funded in different ways. Some 

acquisitions may be eligible for GLA grant – the most obvious programmes being the 

Mayor’s Right to Buy-back programme (which includes but is not limited to the 

purchase of ex-council homes) and the Mayor’s RtB ringfence programme, the latter 

of which LBL has a relatively large funding allocation that needs to be drawn down 

quickly. Both programmes are winding down. However, many boroughs are funding 

local buy-back programmes through their own retained RtB receipts, including to 

purchase and convert market homes for use as temporary accommodation on ASTs. 

4.107. LBL could also engage with other councils that have built up programmes through 

the Mayor’s Right to Buy-back programme, to understand effective routes to delivery – 

including via off-the-shelf market purchases. Local authorities that have Right to Buy-

back programmes have commented that acquisitions are particularly appealing in the 
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current market environment, where the house price market has not inflated in line with 

construction and labour market cost rises. LBL could also look to partner with 

institutional investors to deliver an acquisitions programme on the Council’s behalf, 

including through the ‘income strip’ model outlined above. 

4.108. Taking a more strategic approach to chain lettings: ‘Chain lettings’ relate to the 

overall sequence of homes that are made available for social housing as one 

household vacates an existing home, which the Council subsequently relets to 

rehouse another household. Many council tenants are on secure, long-term tenancies, 

which means that ‘churn’ rates are not as high as turnover in other parts of the 

housing sector – such as the PRS.  

4.109. Recent research has highlighted that more strategic ‘chain maximising approaches’ 

could significantly increase available affordable homes to reduce pressure on social 

housing waiting lists and the costs associated with temporary accommodation.63 This 

is particularly useful to consider in the context of affordable housebuilding 

programmes, given the high-cost of building new family-sized homes in boroughs such 

as Lambeth, which means it can be challenging to meet the housing needs of larger 

households who may be more at risk of experiencing overcrowding.  

4.110. To enable ‘chain maximisation’, LBL could incentivise its housing and letting officers 

to identify exchanges in chains and – in particular – opportunities for downsizing. 

Chain lettings are usually enabled through housing management software and LBL 

could look to enhance its software to packages to coordinate more strategic chain 

letting. LBL could also prioritise the delivery of specialised older people’s homes 

(which are eligible for GLA funding) that carry the greatest ‘chain potential’. The 

Council could also look to enhance personal support and financial support for 

downsizing. 

4.111. LB Brent have taken the lead in this area, having undertaken modelling work to 

forecast supply trends – finding significant shortfall of 3 and 4 bed properties across 

their overall stock. They have subsequently worked on altering the bedroom mix of 

their own and other development programme to deliver a higher proportion of family 

sized homes. Having put in place a dedicated housing officer working with under-

occupiers, they managed over a 12-month period to successfully support 31 

households to transfer into smaller properties, releasing many larger homes. This 

work has been reliant on housing officers building trust with elderly residents. Off the 

back of this successful pilot, Brent have subsequently introduced the most assertive 

downsizing incentive scheme anywhere in London, as well as reducing the 

homelessness quota in their annual lettings plan by 10 per cent. A case study of 

effective downsizing through a new build social housing project is set out below. 

 

 

63 Housing allocations and the vacancy chain’: how coordinating chains can better meet housing needs and 

widen tenant choice (smith-institute.org.uk) 

http://www.smith-institute.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Housing-allocations-and-the-vacancy-chain.pdf
http://www.smith-institute.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Housing-allocations-and-the-vacancy-chain.pdf
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Case study: Marklake Court – Chain maximisation through community-led housing, 

London Borough of Southwark 

Marklake Court in Bermondsey is a practical example of ‘chain maximisation’ in action, 

involving downsizing through the construction of new social rented homes. The scheme 

was led by the Leathermarket Community Benefit Society (CBS) – a Tenant Management 

Organisation (TMO) in Bermondsey – in partnership with LB Southwark and supported by 

GLA funding. The scheme saw 27 new social rented homes built on a former garage site 

on the Kipling Estate in 2018, with GLA funding support. The block contains a mix of one-

bed, two-bed and three-bed flats. The site is owned by Southwark Council. The Council 

has retained a freehold interest in the site and transferred the land to Leathermarket CBS 

on a long lease, which has allowed the community to lead the project and manage the 

existing building.  

The households moving into these new homes were identified by Leathermarket JMB 

prior to the development commencing. A formal housing needs assessment was 

conducted at the outset of the project, identifying households across Southwark that were 

overcrowded or under-occupying. The project provided not only an opportunity for these 

households to move somewhere more suitable in terms of space, but also to be at the 

heart of designing and developing the new homes. The Leathermarket team – in 

partnership with Bell Phillips architects and local developers Igloo Community Builders – 

integrated resident design to the project from the outset. Residents inputted on building 

height and design materials, choosing features that matched their personal preferences. 

The knock-on benefit is that homes the residents moved out of have been freed up for 

other households on Southwark’s waiting list. 

 

4.112. Linked to the above, several local authorities that we engaged with explained they 

are exploring retrofit or loft conversions to expand the size of existing social housing 

stock – including in the London Boroughs of Newham and Haringey. This approach 

allows the council to expand existing social housing stock through the creation of new 

loft spaces, which can be done in combination with home retrofit. It is clearly a less 

expensive option than building new family-sized homes and is quicker given planning 

permission is not always required. This is not an absolute solution to the housing 

crisis, but allows for more family-sized homes to be created through conversion, which 

can be balanced against the construction of more one- or two-bedroom new build 

homes – at overall less cost to the council. 

4.113. Empty homes: Many parties we consulted with over the course of this review 

complained about visible empty homes across Lambeth. There are two types of empty 

homes that concern Lambeth residents – private homes that are purchased off the 

market and left vacant by their owners, and homes are in council-ownership that have 

been neglected or run-down on council estates. The scale of these challenges is not 

immediately clear. However, in terms of privately owned homes, LBL may want to take 

advantage of newly implemented changes to the Council Tax legislative regime – 

changes enacted in April 2021 allow councils to charge a 300 per cent premium for 

homes that have been empty for ten years or more. This intervention – if well 
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publicised – may held to disincentivise these types of homeowners from purchasing 

such homes in Lambeth. It could potentially bring in welcome additional revenue for 

the Council, dependent on the scale of the issue. LBL reports to having a dedicated 

officer reviewing empty homes and to have utilised the Council Tax premium, which it 

could publicise more actively. 

4.114. We acknowledge earlier in the report that LBL should improve maintenance, 

refurbishment and repairs of existing homes across estates – particularly on Central 

Hill and Cressingham Gardens. Where there are empty homes on these estates, the 

Council should survey these homes to understand if they could be refurbished to be 

let as social homes or temporary accommodation. If these cannot be effectively 

refurbished, the Council should communicate this to other residents on the estate. 
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5. Recommendations

5.1. We note that there have been many attempts to reset practice in the past, including 

through fairly frequent restructures and the creation of HfL. Lambeth Council has also 

attempted in good faith to improve practice through the commissioning of other related 

reviews, including the Bevan Brittan review of governance. Residents, particularly 

across the estates, have also not been treated well by the Council in the past. As 

such, if these recommendations are accepted by Lambeth Council they must be 

delivered in line with a clear delivery plan and strong political backing to enable 

meaningful change and to rebuild genuine trust among residents.  

5.2. We have not sought to be prescriptive in our sequencing of recommendations, nor 

have we presented a detailed action plan or implementation programme for the 

Council to deliver these recommendations. Some of the recommendations – including 

the consolidation of HfL and its housing programme into Lambeth Council – will be 

complex to implement and it will be for the Council to determine the best way forward 

here, on the basis of more technical and detailed advice. It is important that 

implementation of these recommendations does not distract or divert momentum away 

from continued delivery of the Council’s housing programme, including the 

establishment of partnership agreements. 

5.3. With the above in mind, we have set out below seven priority areas that we think will 

be critical to Lambeth increasing delivery of more affordable homes and to meet its 

net-zero ambitions. These relate to: 

• Resetting the future of HfL, including by consolidating the HfL programme and

team into a new Lambeth Council structure. This will require careful handling to

ensure skilled staff and important institutional knowledge is not lost.

• A reset of how the Council undertakes its future estate renewal programme, with

resident voices put at the heart of any future renewal projects.

• An urgent refresh of the HfL Business Plan, fully taking in recent changes in the

construction market, slippage to-date, lessons learnt from performance thus far

and available subsidy, and the establishment of a new evidence-based Housing

Strategy for Lambeth. Both of these documents will provide important structure to

the internal affordable housebuilding programme, and which reflects LBL’s

priorities to members of the public. The business plan and the strategy should be

championed by Lambeth’s political leaders.

• A new in-house organisational structure, including a new in-house Housing and

Renewal Team, which brings together housing management, housing delivery and

estate renewal – with a single point of contact for residents.

• Vastly simplified internal governance processes (including financial governance),

with clearer and more effective accountability, which will help to speed up delivery

and ensure decisions can be made robustly.
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• A more strategic approach to utilising both HRA and General Fund council-owned

land for affordable housing delivery, which may be aided by moving responsibility

for land and property from the Finance to Growth directorate. Some LBL officers

report that this is currently the function of the Strategic Asset Management Group.

However, we do not think the current group is achieving this outcome as it

currently lacks a clear prioritisation of affordable housing delivery and we found its

associated decision-making processes to be slow and ineffective.

• Alongside the creation of a new HfL business plan, a review of the complex

financial arrangements governing HfL – particularly in the context of its future

consolidation, but also to ensure deliverability of the short-term programme at

hand. The Council should also meaningfully explore whether HRA borrowing can

be the primary mechanism of future financing, noting its benefits as espoused by

other local authorities with strong housebuilding programmes (particularly in the

current market climate).

5.4. In respect of delivery routes, we can understand the desire within LBL to scale up its 

existing in-house direct delivery function (that is, direct project management rather 

than delivery via a direct labour organisation) – given the benefits this can bring in 

terms of control, cost, certainty and outcomes – and this is indeed the direction of 

travel for many London local authorities. However, this will take time.  

Priority recommendations 

5.5. Recommendation 1 – HfL should consolidate its staff, functions and programme 

into the Council. Unless HfL is to significantly expand its programme, there is limited 

rationale for its continued operation in the current market climate. Discussions with 

other local authorities in London demonstrate that this model of delivery is now 

common practice for a borough such as Lambeth.  

5.6. We recommend that LBL consolidates HfL staff, functions and housing programme 

(including some sites) into a new Housing and Renewal Division within LBL. This 

transition should occur over a time-limited period (two to three years) depending on 

the outcome of a more detailed technical assessment, including completion 

timeframes of existing HfL schemes that have already started on site. There should be 

a clear pathway to ensure talented HfL staff are retained and to ensure any transition 

can present a positive opportunity to improve culture, build up in-house skills and 

improve the public perception of Lambeth’s housing programme. Consolidation of LBL 

and HfL’s programmes will ensure more efficient use of the wider supply chain and a 

more coordinated build-up of direct delivery capacity.  

5.7. HfL should continue directly delivering the current phases of three front-running 

estates – Westbury, Knights Walk and South Lambeth. HfL should progress these 

schemes with sensitivity to the experiences of residents reflected in this report 

(including resident asks, as set out in Appendix 11) to minimise disruption. HfL should 

identify appropriate junctures to transfer these programmes back to LBL and these 

timelines should be clearly communicated to residents of these estates, recognising 

that if handled poorly this could add to the sense of ambiguity and uncertainty that 

residents have being grappling with to date. HfL should also see through the sites in 
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its development programme that have commenced on site, including Hydethorpe and 

Patmos Lodge, with an unrelenting focus on ensuring these homes are built safely 

and to high standards. 

5.8. A number of development sites are quite well advanced, and these should stay with 

HfL. Appendix 14 provides an overview of the sites and schemes that we propose HfL 

retains for delivery in the short-term, as well as those that we suggest are led by 

Lambeth Council for future development (ideally to be developed within HRA). 

Lambeth Council should work through how to progress these sites quickly and 

strategically, once they are returned to the Council.  

5.9. We suggest the Council seriously explores whether these sites can be ‘bundled’ 

together and built out by a trusted partner through a development agreement, with 

completed social rent homes returned to council ownership. The Council could look to 

market these schemes on the Mayor’s Small Sites Small Builders programme and 

potentially work with a Community Land Trust to deliver a site, if the Council felt this 

would bring social value benefits, or otherwise allow these sites to be developed by a 

trusted partner. Where partner organisations are brought in to deliver these schemes, 

the Council should look to retain a freehold interest in the sites. 

5.10. As part of consolidating HfL into LBL, HfL Homes and HfL Living should be wound 

down. The Council will need to manage this wind-down carefully, to minimise sales 

risks of any private homes and to ensure homes brought into in-house management 

are done so in a way that complies with regulatory requirements. The associated HfL 

Homes and HfL Living Boards will need to be wound down, although the Council 

should seek to retain expert Board members in the remaining HfL Group Board.  

5.11. Priority Recommendation 2 – HfL should carefully progress the development of 

its ‘front-running estates’ and completely reset its approach for future estate 

renewal programmes, including Fenwick, Cressingham Gardens and Central 

Hill. The Council should acknowledge that the HfL estate renewal programme will 

provide limited uplift on social rent homes. However, it does provide an opportunity to 

resolve existing poor stock conditions and to ensure existing residents can experience 

high-quality housing, whether in newly built homes or refurbished existing homes. The 

Council should also acknowledge the significant shortcomings of its approach to 

engaging with residents across the estates in the past, in recognition of a number of 

residents that we spoke to who reported to us physical and mental health impacts that 

they felt aspects of the Council’s engagement has had on residents.  

5.12. We put forward the following recommended routes regarding the estates: 

• Development route: Westbury, Knights Walk and South Lambeth estates are all

underway and have significantly decanted residents. These schemes should move

ahead with delivery to provide new, high-quality homes that meet the needs of

residents as soon as possible (with particular regard to accessibility

requirements). HfL should lead on the delivery of these estates for phases at an

advanced stage, resolving viability challenges through changes to viability

indicators and wider debt limits, rather than through re-design. Particular care



Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

93 

should be given to ensure residents are appropriately informed about and involved 

in the renewal process, in advance of any works commencing on site. 

• Community renewal route: HfL together with LBL should completely reset its

approach for Fenwick and Cressingham Gardens. These estates should  remain

in the Council’s HRA and a meaningful expected timeline of engagement should

be communicated to residents. In the interim, the Council should immediately

address urgent repairs and maintenance across these estates. At the point the

Council is ready to re-engage, this should be approached in genuine collaboration

with residents. Demolition should not be the starting point. For Cressingham

Gardens, the full range of options should be explored including those put forward

by tenants. The Council should undertake structural and environmental

assessments of both estates and share the outcomes of these assessments with

residents to guide future renewal. Shared community spaces, REPs and

independent advisers should be reinstated.

5.13. HFL should commence genuine resident consultation with residents on Central Hill to 

step them through the latest options appraisal and masterplan. If residents support 

HfL’s new plans, this support should be confirmed through a ballot and progressed. 

Depending on timing, it may be suitable for development of Fenwick to be led by LBL, 

potentially in partnership with a third party with a proven track record on estate 

renewal delivery that has been supported by residents. Residents should be involved 

in future decisions about the estate, including selection of the development partner (if 

this is pursued).   

5.14. Across all estates, LBL has work to do to demonstrate that it is working with the 

interests of Lambeth residents front of mind. The Council must reset and standardise 

communication and engagement approaches. The Council must normalise using 

ballots as part of engagement process and work with residents to build up their 

understanding of the renewal process.  

5.15. The Council must establish and communicate clear framework for CPO of estate 

homes and a protocol for refurbishment of these homes on the estate, including clarity 

for why homes may be empty. The Council must also consider the position of 

leaseholders across the estates earmarked for demolition, potentially by exploring the 

removal of demolition orders on these homes where there are no confirmed plans for 

demolition. 

5.16. As outlined separately, we are recommending the Council resets its internal 

governance processes. The Council should think about how residents can be 

meaningfully brought into any new governance structure, including by giving residents 

direct access to Resident Engagement Officers within the Council.  

5.17. Priority Recommendation 3 – Produce a new HfL business plan and wider 

housing strategy. HfL’s programme as set out in the 2020-2023 Business Plan (and 

associated JDPs) is no longer grounded in the current realities of the market.  

5.18. HfL and LBL should undertake a fundamental review of the overall HfL delivery 

programme and undertake a detailed analysis of delivery capability, potentially in line 

with our recommended development programme set out at Appendix 14. This should 
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be done immediately and need not wait for wider transition. This is critical to 

understanding the future delivery of homes, the impact of current financial and delivery 

issues and the course of action available not only to mitigate issues to the original plan 

but to also consider alternative options to delivery. It is important that the updated 

business plan is based on a consistent approach to viability. It should move to 

becoming a rolling business plan, updated annually. 

5.19. LBL should also create and publish a new evidence-based Housing Strategy for 

Lambeth, which sets out its approach to delivering new homes. The new housing 

strategy should set the framework for any internal working policies, including 

commissioning briefs for new programmes. Compliance with these policies alongside 

the new HFL business plans should form the basis of governance processes.  

5.20. The new housing strategy should confirm the Council’s preferences and approach to 

delivering low-cost rent, including whether they will deliver Social Rent or LAR (or 

both). This decision will have obvious impacts for both residents and levels of housing 

affordability (particularly in the context of expected 5 per cent rental increases), as well 

as viability indicators and assessments. 

5.21. Priority recommendation 4 – LBL should restructure its internal teams to bring 

all core housing functions under the same team and leadership. We recommend 

the following new consolidated teams and functions: 

• A new Housing and Renewal Directorate that brings together housing delivery, 

including sales, housing management, resident engagement, estate renewal and 

programme management. This directorate should be led by a new Executive 

Director for Housing. This structure will bring much needed clarification in 

leadership and responsibility for performance, including delivery of estate renewal 

and development programmes. This structure will also help the Council to think 

more holistically about increasing the amount of affordable housing available to 

residents through a more empowered housing management team. This new 

division should have a clear and visible public outreach presence and client 

function, in terms of robust management of development agreements or potential 

partnerships.  

• A new Sustainable Growth Division that brings together sustainability, planning, 

transport, skills, property, land and economic development. The new division can 

retain some mixed-use schemes where these schemes are primarily ‘non-housing’ 

schemes (for example, retail sites).  

5.22. The Council should also expand the number of planning officers in its team, including 

by exploring how the expanded team can provide a ‘strategic enabling role’ in respect 

of HfL and LBL-led schemes. The Council should work with Lambeth planning officers 

to explore the best configuration of this, while upholding the independent statutory 

function of the planning authority.  

5.23. In the short-term, HfL should be slimmed down to focus on progressing the three 

estates and the development site programmes it has started on site (or will be starting 

on-site in 2022/2023). HfL is best placed to determine this staff configuration and 

model, as part of resetting its Business Plan. We have provided more detail about 
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proposed development programmes at Appendix 14, although this should be further 

developed by the Council. 

5.24. Priority Recommendation 5 – Streamline internal governance: LBL should 

streamline governance and decision-making in line with the proposals we have set out 

in Chapter Four. The overarching aim of these changes, as set out below, is to 

streamline and simplify existing governance structure, reporting and financial 

frameworks. 

5.25. The Council should create a new Investment Committee, which could replace the 

existing Procurement Board and the Housing & Growth Panel. 

5.26. The Council should create a new Housing Programme Board, to replace the existing 

Housing Regeneration Board. 

5.27. The Council should produce a new scheme of delegations, which should be written up 

and widely disseminated. The scheme should specify which decisions need to go to 

Cabinet and which decisions can be made internally by the Investment Committee, 

minimising the need for Cabinet involvement in all decisions. 

5.28. The Council should potentially disband the Ownership and Stewardship Panel and 

review more broadly how Cabinet members engage with scrutiny and oversight 

processes. 

5.29. The HfL Group Board should revise membership to reduce the number of LBL 

representatives, primarily by reducing the number of Council officers from four 

members to one shareholder observer. The existing HfL Build, HfL Living and HfL 

Homes Boards should be consolidated into a single HfL Group Board. In doing so, the 

Council should explore how best to ensure corporate memory and expertise is 

retained. The HfL Board should be focused on the effective delivery of the schemes 

that it retains responsibility for. 

5.30. Priority Recommendation 6 – LBL should adopt a more proactive and strategic 

approach to land to increase affordable housing delivery. We acknowledge that 

LBL is constrained in terms of large strategic sites that are ripe for development. 

However, Lambeth sits on a huge asset base and could be assessing these sites 

more strategically and proactively to enable the delivery of more affordable homes. 

Identification and marketing of sites for development will help to generate interest 

among partner organisations, including by identifying opportunities for strategic land 

assembly.  

5.31. The Council should create and resource a new council-owned land tracker tool, 

building on existing sites identified through Deloitte and Avison Young reports, and 

council-owned sites in the Council’s Site Allocation DPD. The Council should actively 

identify strategic and opportunity sites that could be developed. It should ensure that 

any review of HRA land captures any opportunities for HRA redevelopment, including 

potential for infill and garage sites. Once these sites are ‘tracked’, the Council should 

introduce processes to strategically appraise these sites for development. The Council 

should also consider how it can share information about these sites with partners and 
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prospective partners, including through a mapping tool or through marketing on the 

Mayor’s Small Sites Small Builders portal (which can also market larger sites). 

5.32. Shifting responsibility for land and property from VASA to a new Land Team within a 

reconfigured SGO will help to drive a culture shift whereby land is viewed as an 

opportunity for growth and affordable housing development, rather than a receipt 

generating asset.  

5.33. The new LBL Land Team (within the new Growth Directorate) should engage with One 

Public Estate to consider opportunities for land assembly. This team should also 

establish a new framework which outlines how land and assets are prioritised for 

affordable housing delivery, recognising other competing priorities for land within the 

Council. This framework should build on the work that VASA has commenced here, 

but have flexibility to take this work in a new direction as needed. 

5.34. As noted above, HfL should return council-owned land to LBL, specifically to the HRA. 

The Council should also abolish existing practices of complex land transfer to HfL 

wherever possible. LBL should also have regard to GLA legal guidance published in 

2021, which shows that the cost and complexity of HRA and General Fund land 

appropriations is not always warranted and can be avoided if managed carefully.64 

5.35. Priority Recommendation 7 – LBL should reset its financial framework for 

affordable housing delivery, including accountabilities. If LBL agrees to 

consolidate HfL, it will need to carefully unpick the complex HfL financial framework. 

HfL will also need to reset its business plan against a smaller delivery programme and 

revisit whether existing financial parameters are feasible, including its current £150m 

debt cap.  

5.36. The Council should reset viability indicators across its entire HFL and LBL programme 

and keep frameworks across programmes as consistent as possible. The Council 

should prioritise adjusting hurdle rates and borrowing horizons, as opposed to re-

designing schemes as a starting point. The Council should be clear about the 

affordable housing tenures it is seeking to prioritise, particularly in respect of delivering 

homes at London Affordable Rent vs. Social Rent, which will impact viability. 

5.37. The Council should meaningfully explore feasibility of wholesale (or partial) shift 

 to HRA borrowing as primary financing model, which should help with viability    
           issues.    
               
5.38. We cannot understate the scale of the loss of over £50m in GLA grant allocations, 

which has certainly reduced the potential for new homes to be built across Lambeth. 

The Council must prioritise working with the GLA to protect existing grant allocations, 

including by examining how ringfenced RtB receipts could be deployed quickly on 

acquisitions or partnership models of delivery. The Council should have a single point 

of senior accountability to the GLA and prioritise this partnership relationship. 

64 See: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/increasing-housing-supply/building-londons-

future-next-generation-council-homes/legal-guidance-appropriation-general-fund-land-hra.  

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/increasing-housing-supply/building-londons-future-next-generation-council-homes/legal-guidance-appropriation-general-fund-land-hra
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/increasing-housing-supply/building-londons-future-next-generation-council-homes/legal-guidance-appropriation-general-fund-land-hra
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5.39. The Council must ensure that one senior finance officer has overall accountability for 

LBL’s housing programme from a finance perspective, with regard to both the detail 

and the big picture. While HfL must be accountable to its business plan, LBL as the 

funder must also form its own view with robust checks and balance in place. 

Other recommendations 

5.40. Recommendation 8 – Ensuring new homes built align with the Council’s net-

zero commitments. We acknowledge above that LBL’s planning framework is robust. 

However, there are a number of steps that the Council could take to ensure LBL is 

viewed as a leader in terms of embedding environmental sustainability practices in 

new residential developments.  

5.41. The Council should set a clear internal commissioning brief for all LBL and HfL 

schemes, which go further than planning requirements. This commissioning brief 

should set firm standards, rather than be based on principles. This work should be led 

in partnership with the LBL Climate Change team. This commissioning brief should 

look holistically at environmental sustainability of new developments (for example, to 

avoid unnecessary cut down of trees and protection of existing biodiversity).   

5.42. The Council should adopt a Fabric First approach for all developments. In doing so, 

the Council should explore trialling a Passivhaus demonstrator project, learning from 

other London local authority practice in doing so (for example, Agar Grove in Camden 

and from Lambeth Council’s own schemes, including its Akerman Road scheme). We 

recognise that other technologies are also emerging and the Council should ensure 

staff and councillors are kept abreast of the changing landscape. 

5.43. We recognise the Council is already embedding whole-life cycle assessments into 

new developments, which is positive. The Council should embed these assessments 

into the options appraisal and initial decision-making framework of new schemes, 

particularly when renewing existing estates.  

5.44. The Council should introduce a principle of only demolishing estates where this is 

more environmentally sustainable in the long-term or where structural issues cannot 

be remedied. Viability assessments should consider the cost profile of a scheme 

alongside the carbon assessment. These decisions and associated evidence should 

be shared with residents as a matter of course. The Council should implement circular 

economy principles, including by retaining structural elements of buildings where 

possible.   

5.45. The Council should introduce post occupancy evaluation for all council-led schemes, 

including where partner organisations are delivering on behalf of the Council.  

5.46. The Council should roll out a training package for all staff involved in development on 

low carbon development, in partnership with the LBL Climate Change Team. This 

training should be provided regularly to account for evolving best practice. 

5.47. Recommendation 9 – Build up in-house skills and capacity, making LBL an 

employer of choice for development experts and skilled staff. LBL will need to 

significantly scale up internal skills if it wants to grow its affordable housing 
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programme and, indeed, if it wants to meaningfully implement many of the 

recommendations set out in this paper. As noted above, there should be a clear 

pathway to ensure talented HfL staff are retained and to ensure any transition 

presents an opportunity to improve culture, build in-house skills and improve the public 

perception of LBL’s housing programme. 

5.48. As a priority, the Council should look to leverage skills from RPs and developers, 

including through formalised arrangements. Where possible, the Council should build 

in skills-sharing commitments into any future development agreements, potentially 

leveraging off the G15’s Offer to London.   

5.49. The Council should commence a programme to enhance the skillsets of existing staff 

in LBL and HfL. It should look to identify skills gaps created by changes to programme 

and look to build up these skills in-house, rather than through external consultants – 

which it has over-relied on in the past.  

5.50. The Council should ensure all existing staff are trained in core technical skills, such as 

financial viability, subsidy control, public procurement and net-zero. It should focus on 

technical capabilities to maximise scheme efficiency, including scheme viability 

upfront, and to embed a consistent approach across teams.  

5.51. The Council should consider providing clear professional pathways and offers to 

existing staff, for example by funding post-graduate courses in particular 

circumstances, with a continued commitment to equality, diversity and inclusion. 

5.52. The Council should make the most out of pan-London networks, such as those offered 

through London Councils and Future of London.  

5.53. Recommendation 10 – Increasing affordable housing delivery through the 

planning system. As noted earlier in this paper, we found the Lambeth Local Plan to 

be robust and the Lambeth Planning Team was widely well-regarded.  

5.54. The Council should expand the resources in the LBL planning team and reset its 

position as a strategic enabler of delivery within the council, including by adopting a 

more formal in-house consultancy role. 

5.55. The Lambeth Council Planning team should also work closely with the new Housing 

and Renewal Executive Director to embed a plan-led approach to development, 

including by publicising the site allocations DPD.  

5.56. Recommendation 11 – Increasing affordable housing through direct delivery. It 

will take time for the Council to build up its in-house direct delivery function, but we 

recommend this should be a long-term goal of the Council – led through the new 

Housing and Renewal Directorate. In the interim – and recognising that HfL is already 

directly delivering some schemes – it is important that this existing practice is 

delivered to a high standard with quality outcomes.  

5.57. We have outlined at Appendix 14 the direct delivery schemes that we suggest HfL 

continuing delivering and those which we suggest are brought back in-house for LBL 

to deliver. Direct delivery schemes progressed in the short-term by HfL should be 

effectively overseen by the HfL Board and Lambeth Council. It is critical that the 
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Council and HfL ensure processes are fully compliant with forthcoming Building 

Regulations 2023, including by implementing golden thread systems. 

5.58. The Council and HfL should utilise well-considered procurement strategies, including 

procurement frameworks and delivery partners with clear track record experience. The 

Council and HfL should also work with the GLA to implement a Delivering Quality 

Homes Handbook action plan that is bespoke to LBL.  

5.59. Recommendation 12 – Increasing affordable housing through development 

agreements. Many of the recommendations outlined above will go a long way in 

helping the Council to deliver more homes through this route – including by 

introducing new clear Housing and Renewal leadership, by identifying and 

communicating land opportunities and by maximising GLA grant opportunities.  

5.60. In addition to these organisational activities, the Council should explore developing a 

long-term strategic partnership with a trusted local housing association to deliver 

several sites on the council’s behalf and to help with skills sharing. This should be led 

within the existing LBL Housing and Growth Directorate, and within the new Housing 

and Renewal Directorate once this is established.  

5.61. Recommendation 13 – Increasing affordable housing through non-construction 

methods. The Council should establish a new programme to examine housing need 

and chain lettings opportunity. This should be immediately prioritised and resourced 

effectively, as could serve dual focus of helping to set evidentiary framework for 

Lambeth Housing Strategy.  

5.62. The Council should establish an acquisitions programme, drawing from wealth of 

experience being built up by other London boroughs with similar house price profile to 

Lambeth. The Council should more actively publicise and promote its implementation 

of the council tax premium for long-term empty homes. 

  



Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

100 

Appendix 1: Summary of affordable housing 
schemes started in Lambeth since 2017 

HfL and LBL – Affordable housing delivery to date65 

Affordable homes started by HfL (direct delivery only – excluding acquisitions) 

 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total 

Social rent - - 16 34 - 50 

Other affordable - - - 15 - 15 

Total - - 16 49 - 65 

Total affordable homes started by HfL (direct delivery and acquisitions) 

 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total 

Social rent - - 150 34 46 230 

Other affordable - - - 15 - 15 

Total - - 150 49 46 245 

Total affordable homes started by LBL (development agreements) 

 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total 

Social rent 55 - 4 - - 59 

Other affordable 23 - - - - 23 

Total 78 - 4 - - 82 

 

 

 

 

65 Source: Figures provided to the panel review team by Lambeth Council. 
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Homes started by both HfL and LBL – Detailed information 

Scheme Delivery route Lead Start Social 

rent 

Other 

affordable 

Total 

affordable 

Your New 

Town Hall 

Development 

agreement 

LBL 17/18 55 23 78 

Westbury –  

Phase I 

Section 106 

acquisition 

HfL 19/20 64 - 64 

Lollard Street Section 106 

acquisition 

HfL 19/20 70 - 70 

Hillside 

garden 

Development 

agreement 

LBL 19/20 4 - 4 

Knights Walk 

– 

Phase I 

Direct delivery HfL 19/20 16 - 16 

South 

Lambeth – 

Phase I 

Direct delivery HfL 20/21 25 5 30 

Hydethorpe Direct delivery HfL 20/21 2 4 6 

Patmos Direct delivery HfL 20/21 7 6 13 

Fenwick 

Place 

Section 106 

acquisition 

HfL 21/22 46 - 46 

Total 289 38 327 
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Overall affordable housing starts in Lambeth 

 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/2266 Total 

Total number of 

affordable homes 

started in Lambeth67 

370 145 783 300 849 2,447 

Total social rent starts68 - - 51 25 - 76 

Total social rent and 

London Affordable Rent 

– GLA funded69 

149 20 165 109 572 1,015 

LBL – Additional planning data on new homes approved and completed70 

  2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Overall number of new homes approved 

in Lambeth (gross) 

 1,936 2,453 4,532  1,065 

Of these – Number of new market homes  1,608 1,800 2,442   463 

Of these – Number of new affordable 

homes 

 328 653 1,698  211 

Of these – Number of new low cost rented 

homes 

 181 422 1,099   101 

 

 

 

 

 

 

66 Data for 2021/22 is partially incomplete as DLUHC datasets have not been published. As such, these 

figures only include affordable housing starts where these are funded through GLA funding programmes.  

67 Source: Affordable Housing Open Data - London Datastore. Affordable homes includes social rent, London 

Affordable Rent, Intermediate Rent and Affordable Home Ownership products (including shared ownership). 

68 Source: DLUHC Live Tables 1006 to 1009. These social rent starts only include those homes reported to 

DLUHC as part of routine reporting. We are aware of issues with Lambeth Council’s reporting of council-led 

social rent homes to DLUHC (as reflected on page 99 of this report). As such, these figures are expected to 

be an undercount. 

69 Source: affordable_housing_starts_and_completions_-_end_of_june_22_0.pdf (london.gov.uk). GLA data 

does not disaggregate Social Rent and London Affordable Rent.  

70 Source: Housing Development Pipeline Report 2020/21 (lambeth.gov.uk). 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/affordable-housing-open-data
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fuploads%2Fsystem%2Fuploads%2Fattachment_data%2Ffile%2F1084701%2FLive_Tables_1006-1009.ods&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/affordable_housing_starts_and_completions_-_end_of_june_22_0.pdf
https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-12/pl-HDPR-2020-21.pdf
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  2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Overall number of new homes completed 

in Lambeth (gross) 

 1,676 1,307 1,983  1,218 

Of these – Number of new market homes  1,382 991 1,058  842 

Of these – Number of new affordable 

homes 

 294 316 517  115 

Of these – Number of new low cost rented 

homes 

 188 207 374  52 

LBL affordable housing delivery in relation to other London local authorities71 

The table below outlines the number of affordable homes started each year across each of 

London’s local authorities. It includes affordable homes built by all affordable housing 

developers (not limited to the council) and the full range of affordable housing tenures.  
 

72Borough 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/221 Total 

1 Newham 2431 1130 872 1689 1880 8002 

2 Ealing 1037 1092 948 898 1658 5633 

3 Southwark 935 571 1108 865 2090 5569 

4 Tower Hamlets 1622 1484 786 872 761 5525 

5 Brent 70 2002 1650 491 461 4674 

6 Barking and Dagenham 194 549 1007 1587 941 4278 

7 Croydon 540 697 1357 962 511 4067 

8 Barnet 963 325 415 805 1207 3715 

9 Wandsworth 497 1119 831 319 454 3220 

10 Greenwich 452 430 1168 516 620 3186 

11 Hounslow 356 612 716 540 911 3135 

 

71 Source: Affordable Housing Open Data - London Datastore 

72 GLA programmes only as DLUHC figures for 2021/22 are not yet available. 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/affordable-housing-open-data
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12 Waltham Forest 555 459 961 288 772 3035 

13 Lambeth 370 145 783 300 849 2447 

14 Haringey 429 265 798 226 509 2227 

15 Harrow 217 315 956 120 595 2203 

16 Westminster 319 149 605 421 431 1925 

17 Lewisham 359 303 456 543 237 1898 

18 Enfield 299 170 419 512 457 1857 

19 Hillingdon 404 151 368 487 346 1756 

20 Hammersmith and Fulham 78 630 385 122 507 1722 

21 Islington 427 534 285 256 141 1643 

22 Bexley 164 258 653 374 192 1641 

23 Hackney 228 591 169 146 341 1475 

24 Havering 0 350 80 182 613 1225 

25 Redbridge 256 274 80 380 63 1053 

26 Camden 126 367 51 216 218 978 

27 Bromley 281 125 23 285 136 850 

28 Merton 173 21 339 20 230 783 

29 Kingston upon Thames 81 60 262 110 157 670 

30 Kensington and Chelsea 81 114 135 76 248 654 

31 Sutton 273 118 66 91 65 613 

32 Richmond upon Thames 28 37 54 2 48 169 

33 City of London 2 9 11 6 0 28 

 Total 14,247 15,456 18.797 14,707 18,649 81,856 
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Appendix 2: Project methodology, panel 
overview and stakeholders consulted 

In July 2022, the Leader of the London Borough of Lambeth commissioned Lord Kerslake 

to undertake an independent review of affordable housing delivery. The purpose of the 

review was to look at ways to accelerate the delivery of affordable housing in the borough 

and in particular, homes at social rent which are genuinely affordable for local families on 

the housing waiting list. Lord Kerslake was tasked with examining existing housing delivery 

approaches and development pipelines by LBL, its wholly owned delivery company Homes 

for Lambeth (HfL) and how it works with current or potential partners. Lord Kerslake was 

also asked to explore how LBL could accelerate the delivery of more affordable homes 

while managing the costs of moving to a net-zero borough. 

This review is independent of LBL and has been chaired by Lord Kerslake. Lord Kerslake 

was assisted by an experienced team of technical experts including Dick Mortimer, Nalin 

Seneviratne and Dorian Leatham (see fully biographies below). The expert panel was also 

supported by a small project team to provide research and project support, which included 

officers from LBL and the Greater London Authority (who reported to the panel 

independently from the Council).  

The review team followed the following research methodology in undertaking this review: 

• An initial period of detailed desktop research and analysis, which involved the 

project team requesting detailed information from both HfL and LBL to form an 

initial understanding of current practice.  

• Identification of stakeholders for formal consultation, which resulted in 42 

interviews. All consultation interviews involved panel members and were mainly 

held in August 2022.  

• The invitation of written submissions, through both targeted requests and the 

establishment of a public submission inbox. The panel team received 59 written 

submissions, which fed into the review findings (see Appendix 10 for a summary 

overview of these written submissions).  

The findings and recommendations of this review have been informed by significant 

engagement with representatives from a wide range of stakeholders. This includes 60 

Lambeth residents, 18 community stakeholders, Elected Members, Council and HfL staff, 

as well as specialists in the built environment sector including housing associations, local 

authorities, the GLA, the development community, institutional investors, and other public 

sector partners. The following were consulted for this review: 

• Be First, Barking & Dagenham Council 

• Berkeley Group Plc 

• Brent Council 

• Coin Street Community Builders  

• Countryside 

• Ecoworld 
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• Guinness 

• Greater London Authority 

• Haringey Council 

• Hackney Council 

• Homes for Lambeth (officers) 

• Homes for Lambeth (board members) 

• Hyde 

• L&Q 

• Lambeth Council (officers) 

• Lambeth Council (elected members) 

• Lambeth Residents living across the six HfL estates 

• Lambeth Residents living in Temporary Accommodation 

• Legal & General 

• Lewisham Council 

• London Square 

• Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing 

• Mount Anvil 

• Muse  

• Optivo 

• Peabody 

• Populo Living, Newham Council 

• Redbridge Council 

• Sage  

• South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust  

• Southwark Council 

• Transport for London 

• U&I 

The review panel held several meetings with different groups of residents living across the 

Council’s six estates earmarked for demolition and in temporary accommodation. In terms 

of selecting residents, the review panel was supported by the council's housing 

management team to identify an initial group of residents to participate in consultation 

meetings to help gather evidence for the review. In selecting potential residents, we advised 

the LBL team that we were eager to hear from a range residents represented across the six 

main estates subject to renewal. The review panel also identified residents independently 

from the Council that expressed an interest in sharing views with the review panel. All 

residents that contacted the review team expressing an interest to participate in the review 

were invited to attend a resident meeting. 

The panel also undertook site visits to all six of the estates earmarked for renewal as part of 

the HfL programme – including Cressingham Gardens, Fenwick, Westbury, South Lambeth, 

Central Hill and Knights Walk.  

Lord Kerslake met regularly with the Cabinet Member for Sustainable Growth and New 

Homes, as well as the Leader of the Council, throughout the review to share information 

about emerging findings. The Chief Executive of the Council was invited to fact-check the 
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report before it was submitted formally to the Council Leader, but this did not result in any 

changes to the review panel’s main findings, conclusions or recommendations. 

Full biography of panel members 

Lord Kerslake  

Lord Kerslake is a Crossbench Peer and former Head of the Civil Service. He led the 

Department for Communities and Local Government from 2010 to 2015 and prior to that 

was the first Chief Executive of the Homes and Communities Agency, where he was 

responsible for promoting new and affordable housing supply. He is a former Chief 

Executive of the London Borough of Hounslow and of Sheffield Council, and currently chair 

of Peabody Housing Association. Lord Kerslake is also Be First, the Housing and 

Regeneration body for the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham and Stockport 

Mayoral Development Corporation. He recently chaired a review commissioned by the 

Mayor of London to increase the speed and scope of housing delivery on land owned by 

the GLA Group.  

Dick Mortimer 

Dick Mortimer has over 35 years in the housing sector working with and for both housing 

associations and local authorities. Dick had worked for Peabody since July 2017, following 

its merger with Family Mosaic. His experience is wide ranging including responsibility for 

Development, Sales, Asset Management and Sustainability. He has been responsible for a 

number of major developments and asset management initiatives across the sector and 

had a significant part to play in Peabody in helping them to develop into one of London’s 

leading housing associations.  

Nalin Seneviratne 

Nalin Seneviratne has over two decades working at a strategic level in private sector 

construction and local authority property, development, and regeneration. Nalin, originally 

from Liverpool, was Chief Property officer to both Plymouth and Sheffield City Councils. 

While at Sheffield Nalin led on the strategic implementation of the £470m Heart of the City 

development and more recently led on the delivery of Sheffield’s City Centre Strategic 

Vision in his role as Director of City Centre Development. Before roles in the public sector, 

Nalin was a director for a major construction and development company in the South West. 

More recently he took up a trustee role with SAGE Sheffield, a charity providing therapeutic 

arts/horticulture programmes for people whose lives are greatly impacted by mental illness.  

Nalin is a fellow of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and the Royal Society for 
Arts, Manufacturers and Commerce. 

Dorian Leatham 

Dorian Leatham has over 30 years senior leadership in local government working at 

strategic and operational leadership levels in housing and regeneration in inner city urban 

areas. Dorian was Chief executive of Hillingdon Council for nine years and worked closely 

with BAA regarding the development and regeneration of Heathrow airport. As well as 

having resided in Lambeth for over 30 years, for almost two years he was also Interim 
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Executive Director of Housing, Planning, Regeneration and Environment in Lambeth. He 

has been Chair of the Nottingham City Housing Strategic Partnership Board. He has held 

numerous strategic advisory roles as well as having held numerous non-executive roles 

primarily in the areas of housing and regeneration. 

Wider review team 

Support to the review panel was provided by Alexis Harris (Senior Policy Officer, Greater 

London Authority) and Lily Kwong (Senior Development Manager, Lambeth Council), both 

of whom were on secondment and working independently to the review panel. 
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Appendix 3: Affordable housing definition 
framework 

Affordable housing is defined in the National Planning Policy Framework and by the Mayor 

of London. The main types of affordable housing and definitions are outlined below. 

• Social Rent – Homes for households on low incomes where the rent levels are based 

on the formulas in the Social Housing Regulator’s Rent Standard Guidance. These 

homes are let to households on a council’s waiting list for social housing. The rent levels 

for social rent homes use a capped formula. Many councils use the terms ‘Council Rent’ 

and ‘Social Rent’ interchangeably. The average weekly social rent plus service charges 

in London is c. £110, although this can vary between councils and housing 

associations.73 Social rent is also commonly referred to as ‘Target Rent’ and is known to 

be the most ‘genuinely affordable’ type of housing. 

• London Affordable Rent (LAR) – An affordable housing product that was created by 

the Mayor of London, as a work-around at a time where central government was not 

making grant funding available for social rent homes. LAR homes are for households on 

the council’s waiting list for social housing, with rent levels are based on the formulas in 

the Social Housing Regulator’s Rent Standard Guidance. The rent levels for LAR homes 

are capped at benchmark levels published by the GLA. LAR rents are c. £150 to £200 

per week – about 50 per cent higher than Social Rent. 

• Affordable Rent – Are rents capped at up to 80 per cent of market rents, also available 

for households on a council’s waiting list for social housing. 

• London Living Rent (LLR) – An affordable housing product that was created by the 

Mayor of London, in acknowledgment that ‘Affordable Rent’ is not affordable to many in 

London. LLR is set at a third of average gross local earnings. On average, across 

London, they are about 67 per cent of market rents. This type of housing is exclusively 

for middle income earners (combined income of up to £60,000) who are saving to buy 

their own home. This is described as an ‘intermediate housing’ tenure, as while cheaper 

than private rents they are not accessible to those on social housing waiting list.  

• London Shared Ownership – An intermediate ownership product which allows 

households who would struggle to buy on the open market, to purchase a share in a 

new home and pay a low rent on the remaining, unsold, share. This type of housing is 

for middle income earners with a combined income of up to £90,000. Again, this is 

described as an ‘intermediate housing’ tenure, as will not be affordable for some 

Londoners. 

 

  

 

73 As at 2017/18, although this has not significantly changed since then. See: 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ad_132_affordable_and_genuinely_affordable_rents.pdf 
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Appendix 4: Summary of GLA grant 
allocations (September 2022)  

Since 2016/17, LBL have secured the following GLA grant allocations: 

• AHP 2016-23: In 2017, HFL was allocated £55m in AHP 16-23 grant to deliver 912 

affordable homes. At the time, this was the biggest GLA AHP allocation to a council. 

LBL currently has £2.28m AHP grant allocated to deliver 87 affordable homes across six 

schemes. This reflects a grant allocation reduction of £52.72m since 2017 (96% of its 

initial allocation).  

• RtB receipts: In September 2022, LBL held an allocation of c. £25m ringfenced RtB 

receipts. These are RtB receipts that are returned to HMT and recycled to the GLA back 

to councils through the Mayor’s RtB ringfence programme, which is in the process of 

winding down.  

• AHP 2021-26: In 2021, LBL was allocated £28m to deliver 311 units (212 social rent or 

LAR, 99 intermediate).  

• Housing Zones: £10m in Housing Zones recoverable loan has been provided to LBL to 

fund estate renewal buy-backs. This was due to unlock 1,030 homes (590 affordable) by 

March 2026 across Westbury, Knight’s Walk and South Lambeth estates. 

LBL have made the following progress against these allocations: 

• AHP 2016-23: HfL currently has a £2.28m allocation in GLA AHP 2016-23 grant 

funding. This includes £110,000 at Hydethorpe, £588,000 at Patmos Lodge and 

£616,000 at Denby Court (which it is yet to claim). If the latter scheme is not started by 

March 2023 this grant allocation may be lost.  

• RtB receipts: To date, LBL have spent £3.4m in ringfenced RtB receipts (£3.2m at 

South Lambeth and £253,000 at Hydethorpe), leaving £16.6m that will expire in Q3 

22/23. A further £5.3m will expire in Q4 22/23. Officers have been working with Lambeth 

to find ways to maximise the spend and increase affordable housing provision in the 

borough, including converting private units to affordable across projects already on site 

or those with high confidence in achieving start on site this year. The GLA forecasts that 

Lambeth will be able to use c.£10m of ringfenced RtB receipts before they expire. 

• AHP 2021-26: There has been extremely limited delivery against AHP 21-26 for all GLA 

partners, as contracts have only recently been executed for the whole programme. 

However, these allocations include funding to deliver on HfL’s estate renewal 

programme. This funding will only be released if the Council undertakes a ballot on 

these estates. 

• Housing Zones: This loan will need to be paid back to GLA regardless of performance 

and LBL reports to being on track to repay this. 

LBL also secured funding through the Small Sites Small Builders programme, but this 

funding has not been drawn down and no site has come onto the portal.  
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Appendix 5: Detail on HFL finances  

1. A working capital loan to HFL Group 

The working capital requirements of HfL are covered by borrowing from the council through 

a loan facility and is agreed each financial year, with a review of proposed costs by the 

Housing delivery team in the Council.  

The HfL approved budget for each financial year is for: 

• HfL Group, HFL Build and HfL Living operating costs – including pay, non-pay, 

overheads, and  

• Pre-construction development fees – third party design, planning, survey fees and 

similar).  

Repayment of this loan is to be covered from development surpluses (that is, the difference 

between the value of the homes developed and the costs in delivering them), after any pre-

construction costs have been repaid from project development loans. Development 

surpluses were to be in the order of £247m at the end of the programme, prior to interest 

costs deductions. That surplus can be seen in figure 1 below. The surplus will go back to 

the council as the shareholder. It will pay back the Council’s cost on buy back and 

rehousing, as well as the Council’s future affordable housing delivery programme, as set 

out in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1 – Net Cashflow Profile 
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Current working capital is costing the council c.£10m per annum. With so few projects 

committed to delivery, this overhead will increase pressure on the overall finances for the 

programme, therefore potentially reducing affordable housing delivery.  

2. Development loans to HFL Build for individual projects 

When a development project has been approved by HfL and the Council to proceed to 

delivery, the project delivery costs are drawn from the Development Loan Facility. This 

facility is capped at a maximum of £150m at any one point in the programme. In other 

words, the maximum exposure to development risk by the Council at any point in time is 

£150m. The overall expected programme costs are much larger than this sum (c.£1.8bn). 

However, the overall delivery costs and subsequent receipts from homes built are to be 

managed in such a way not to exceed this cap. This is a prudent financial control by the 

Council given the risks involved in property development. 

This profiling and debt cap based on the HfL Business Plan 2020 is illustrated in Figure 1, 

which is a summary cash flow from this Review’s analysis of the HfL development 

programme based on the 2020 business planning of HfL. 

Each Year HfL produce an annual business plan that is agreed with the Council’s Cabinet 

as the Joint Delivery Plan. This planning sets out the expected capital expenditure which, if 

approved, becomes part of the Council’s Capital Programme. 

Individual projects are then brought forward through a ‘gateway’ approval process for 

development loan funding within the agreed overall capital expenditure, providing funding 

for individual project delivery. 

When a project receives approval to proceed to delivery, cash previously drawn down from 

the working capital loan for pre-construction fees and costs is re-paid from the new project 

development loan. 

Some early schemes have been projected to make a loss not a surplus (Angell Town, 

Knight’s Walk Phase 1, Roman Rise, South Lambeth phase 1). This is due to specific 

project circumstances such as the inability to cross subsidise social rent homes from private 

home sales. Therefore, it should not be a surprise that current schemes have viability 

issues as this was part of the plan, with the wider programme cross subsidising those 

projects. The overall planned programme is expected to deliver a surplus in the order of 

£175m after the deduction of finance interest charges. The terms of the Facility Agreement 

between LBL and HfL Group, include interest on the loan balance, charged at 6% on the 

costs for homes to be sold on the open market and 3% on the costs for delivering 

affordable homes. 

To date only four development loans have been approved: Knight’s Walk Phase 1, South 

Lambeth Phase 1, Hydethorpe Road and Patmos. Loans for Roman Rise are approved but 

not yet drawn down. The development programme from 2020, indicated that 15 schemes 

should now be in delivery. This clearly demonstrates a significant delay which will impact, 

not least, on the recovery of working capital, as noted above. HfL is currently undertaking 

an assessment of the deliverability and viability of all its projects.  
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Included in the development costs, is the value of land that is planned to be transferred to 

HfL. The expected land receipts to the Council are to cover the Council’s costs in buying 

back leaseholder RtB properties and the initial investment in establishing HfL. 

3. Acquisition loans to HfL Homes for individual projects 

HfL Build, recovers its costs to repay the development loans through open market sales of 

homes in addition to the sale of affordable homes to HfL Homes. HfL Homes will receive an 

acquisition loan from the Council along with any available grant from the GLA to purchase 

affordable homes from HfL Build. 

The HfL financial modelling, to support the approved Business Plan, was predicated on this 

acquisition borrowing being financed and repaid by HfL Homes over c.40 years from 

income received in the form of rent and receipts from sales of shared ownership homes. 

Each project loan agreement has a repayment schedule, agreed between HfL Homes and 

the Council.  

LBL 

In relation to the HfL development programme, the Council have established a loan facility 

to acquire leaseholder property within the Estate Renewal Programme (to be delivered by 

HfL). This is the fourth loan stream: 

4. Acquisition loans for leaseholder buy backs 

This facility is operated by the Council for acquiring properties from the Council’s 

leaseholders. The overall cost, estimated at £200m is expected to be covered by the land 

receipts to be paid by HfL to the Council, currently estimated at £247m (before interest). 

Expenditure to March 2022 was £94m out of a current approved budget of £170m. 

  



Kerslake review of affordable housing in Lambeth 

114 

Appendix 6: HfL Business Plan and affordable 
housing targets 

The 2020-2023 HfL Business Plan set a target for HfL to start 1,085 homes between 2020-

2025, including 670 homes to be delivered by the end of 2021/22. These figures include 

market homes (proportion unclear) but excludes section 106 acquisitions.  

The table below sets out the initial HfL business plan housing targets. These figures do not 

take into account more recent changes, as set out in the Council and HfL JDP (March 

2022). 

Table 1: HfL projected starts (as at 2020) 

 Scheme 2020-

21 

2021-

22 

2022-

23 

2023-

25 

1 Knights Walk Phase I 10    

2 South Lambeth Phase I 30    

3 Hydethorpe 15    

4 Patmos Lodge 34    

5 Central Hill Phase I (Roman Rise)74 21    

6 Cressingham Gardens Phase I (Trinity 

Rise) 
20   

 

7 Fenwick – Phase I (Fenwick Place)75 23    

8 Hemans Close 18    

9 Knights Walk Phase II  68   

10 Westbury Phase II  112   

11 Angel Town  20   

12 Wootten Street  35   

13 Carmelita & Orsett  56   

 

74 Roman Rise now considered to be small site rather than estate renewal. 

75 Fenwick Place now considered to be small site rather than estate renewal. TfL taking forward delivery. 
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14 Denby Court   116  

15 Somerleyton Road Phase I76  145   

16 Somerleyton Road Phase II    59 

17 Larkhall Depot  90   

18 Central Hill Phase II    60 

19 Fenwick Phase II    185 

 Totals 170 500 115 300 

 

The 2020-2023 HfL Business Plan separately commits to build 1,196 homes between 2020-

2025, including 302 homes by 2022/23. These figures include section 106 acquisitions at 

Lollard Street, Knights Walk and Westbury (180 homes). The business plan does not define 

what it means by ‘build’ but we assume this means completed. 

HfL projected builds (2020) 

Tenure 2020-2023 2020-2025 

Social rent 223 439  

LAR and LLR 54 91 

Intermediate 25 119 

Sub-total affordable 302 649 

Private sale 81 547 

Grand total 383 1,196 

 

The 2021/22 JDP reforecast delivery over the three-year period (2020-2023) to 186 homes 

(including 170 social rent) and delivery against the five-year period (2020-25) to 504 

affordable homes (including 400 social rent).  

 

  

 

76 Returned to LBL to take forward due to inactivity. 
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Appendix 7: Detailed overview of six HfL 
estates subject to renewal 

Estate Development status 

Westbury • Westbury estate is a three-phased scheme. 

• Overall options appraisal completed in 2017. The appraisal sets out 

a plan to demolish the existing homes and to build 334 homes, 

including 143 affordable (102 social rent). 

• Phase I completed by St James Homes in 2021 as an off-site 

affordable provision (64 homes, 100% social rent). Phase I was over 

budget and the council had to contribute over £3m to enable the 

successful delivery of these homes. 

• Phase II has stalled due to viability challenges. HfL has procured 

JLL to help with viability assessments. JLL has advised that no 

revised Phase II scenario delivers a viable scheme without a 

reduction in costs, increases in revenues, changes in design and/or 

a revised land value. 

• Phase III is expected to start in July 2024. Design is underway. 

South 

Lambeth 

• South Lambeth is a three-phased scheme. 

• Phase I commenced construction in 2020/21 and is expecting to 

deliver 30 homes (100% affordable). JLL has been procured to work 

through significant viability challenges. 

• Phase II was expected to start in August 2023. However, the design 

period has been extended due to viability issues. A new viability 

assessment is underway. 

• Phase III is expected to start in 2025. However, there is no active or 

up-to-date development appraisal for this phase.  

Knights Walk • Knights Walk is a two-phased scheme. 

• Phase I completed in 2020/21 (16 homes, 100% affordable). 

• Phase II has been delayed due to viability issues. Scheme is in the 

process of redesign.  

Central Hill • Central Hill is expected to have seven phases. 

• An initial options appraisal was initially approved in 2017. However, 

this is now out-of-date. 
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• A new options appraisal is currently underway. This appraisal 

models a range of scenarios and suggests that the programme could 

be viable. 

• Masterplanning is underway and expected to be completed in 

October 2023.  

Fenwick • Fenwick is expected to have eight phases. 

• An initial options appraisal was previously approved in 2017. 

However, this is now out of date.  

• A new options appraisal is currently underway and expected to be 

completed in December 2022. 

• A new masterplan is also required, and this is expected to be 

completed by November 2024. 

• The 2020/23 Business Plan shows the scheme as viable. However, 

the viability of the scheme is expected to worsen due to unrealistic 

initial development assumptions and wider market changes. The 

previous proposed tenure split would no longer be compliant with 

planning policy and given overall higher development costs. HfL 

intends to undertake a review of the scheme to update development 

assumptions, costs and current planning and funding policy 

requirements. 

Cressingham 

Gardens 

• Cressingham Gardens is expected to have eight phases. 

• An initial options appraisal was previously approved in 2017. 

However, this is now out of date.  

• A new options appraisal is expected to be produced later this year, 

to be complete by March 2023.  

• A new masterplan is also required, and this is expected to be 

complete by August 2025.  

• The 2020/23 Business Plan shows the scheme as being viable. 

However, the viability of the scheme is expected to worsen due to a 

variety of reasons, including unrealistic initial development 

assumptions and wider market changes. The previous proposed 

tenure split would no longer be compliant with planning policy and 

given overall higher development costs. HfL intends to undertake a 

review of the scheme to update development assumptions, costs 

and current planning and funding policy requirements. 
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Appendix 8: Detail about projected affordable 
housing uplift across six HfL estates 

The table below provides a summary of the types of homes across the six main estates 

subject to renewal. The council has confirmed there are no other types of affordable 

housing across the six estates, although some of the privately owned properties are let as 

private rentals or as temporary accommodation (including on behalf of the council).  

Six estates: Current number of homes and tenure breakdown  

The table below shows that the overall estates renewal programme is projected to deliver 

an uplift of 40 social rented homes and 651 new other affordable homes (540 shared 

ownership, 58 LLR and 53 LAR). In addition, HfL also intends to build an additional 358 

social rented homes and 112 shared ownership homes through its development sites 

programme. This is lifted from the latest JDP (March2022). 

HFL programme: Expected build programme (including replacements) 

Project  
Social  

rent 

London 

Affordable 

Rent 

London  

Living Rent 

Shared 

ownership 

Sub-total 

affordable 

Estate renewal 954 53 58 540 1,605 

Development sites 358 0 0 112 470 

 

  

Estate Privately owned Social rent Total 

Central Hill Estate 144 318 462 

Cressingham Gardens Estate 98 208 306 

Fenwick Estate 144 264 408 

Knights Walk  1 17 18 

South Lambeth Estate  42 59 101 

Westbury Estate 34 48 82 

Total 463 914 1,377 
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HfL programme: Detailed overview of projected housing uplift (2021/22 JDP) 

 
Current HfL programme (21/22 JDP) 

Estate 

Privat

e 

owne

d 

Social 

rent 
Total 

Priva

te 

owne

d 

Social 

rent 
LAR77 LLR78 

Share

d 

Owne

rship 

Total 

Central Hill 144 318 462 725 320 0 0 139 1184 

Cressingham 

Gardens 
98 208 306 666 210 0 0 126 1002 

Fenwick 144 264 408 618 258 0 0 234 1110 

Knights Walk  1 17 18 45 16 11 12 0 84 

South 

Lambeth 
42 59 101 229 51 34 28 20 362 

Westbury 34 48 82 200 99 8 18 21 346 

Total 463 914 1377 2483 954 53 58 540 4088 

The above figures were provided to our team by the council and relate to numbers 

published in the most recent Council and HfL JDP (March 2022), although these specific 

figures were not published in the JDP. We recognise HfL has an intention to further 

increase the number social rented properties across the six estates as part of future 

renewal, particularly for those estates that require new options appraisals and masterplans. 

  

 

77 London Affordable Rent. 

78 London Living Rent. 
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Appendix 9: LBL organisational structure 

LBL – Senior leadership team housing and related functions (current) 

 

 

 

Homes for Lambeth – Senior leadership team (current) 
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Appendix 10: Summary of written 
submissions received 

The panel established an inbox for public submissions. We received 59 submissions from 

members of the public and community stakeholder groups. A summary of the public 

submissions as below: 

Overview 

• Almost all submissions welcomed the review and think it is much needed. 

• Residents value the diversity of the borough, and Lambeth should recognise this by 

promoting and preserving diversity through affordable housing development. 

• Most of the housing delivered in Lambeth are perceived to be market sale units. There 

need to be more visible social housing being built and other for other types of low-cost 

rental accommodation. 

Housing delivery 

• HfL is perceived by many to be a private developer, rather than an organisation seeking 

to deliver social housing for pure public benefit or to achieve social value outcomes 

(despite HfL being solely council-owned, with no private shareholders).  

• There are concerns about HfL and LBL’s approach to mostly working alongside the 

‘development market’ and generally ‘siding with development interests’. Submissions – 

particularly from members of the public – do not believe that relying on the market will 

solve the affordable housing crisis. There need to be more direct approach in disrupting 

the market failure.  

• It is deemed the HfL operation is opaque and not as accountable as LBL. 

• There are concerns that HfL poses significant risks to the Council, especially in respect 

to its financial framework. 

• Some pointed out that LBL does not have a housing strategy. 

• Most believe there are lack of delivery of housing from LBL and HfL. 

Estate renewal 

• Many are frustrated about the Council’s approach to resident engagement and think 

there are many issues with the current approach.  

• Some queried there are many vacant properties and why empty properties are not being 

brough back into use. 

• Residents appealed to the appalling state of the estates, particularly poor repair and 

maintenance especially on estates that have plans to be regenerated. 
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• Quality of new build developments in the borough have been described by some 

residents as disappointing. This poses concerns for residents, especially those who are 

expecting to be re-housed as part of estate renewal programmes. 

• Some Cressingham Estate residents noted the council does not provide convincing 

reason as to why the ‘The People’s Plan’ is dismissed and believe it continues to 

present a viable alternative to demolition. 

• Residents think the demolition plan for the estates has harmed residents and the local 

community. 

Climate emergency 

• There is much interest in climate change and what the Council is doing to deliver 

against its net-zero commitments. 

• There are views that LBL and HfL are not doing enough on their housing developments 

in pushing for sustainability excellence. People referred to Passivhaus standard and 

different way to improve energy efficiency. 

• Many were supportive of seeing a clearer and more visible retrofit strategy. 
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Appendix 11: Summary of key asks from 
resident engagement meetings 

The following section sets out residents asks that were communicated from resident 

engagement meetings. HfL and LBL report to have introduced some of these activities 

across the estate renewal programme and we have not assessed these asks against 

council practice across the renewal programme. 

Consultation, engagement and trust 

Residents would like to see the Council introduce the following:  

• A formal regeneration protocol or ‘template’ that applies across all estates, co-designed 

by residents. This would provide residents with clarity and assurances that they 

currently seek.  

• For individual schemes, the Council should draw up some plain English (and 

appropriately translated) guidelines about the various steps involved that they will go 

through to progress the regeneration – including expected sequencing and timeframes. 

This should serve an educational function by explaining more technical aspects of 

renewal to residents (for example, what the ballots requirement constitutes).  

• It would be useful for the council to establish a committee of residents, which the council 

is obliged to report to. 

• The council should be more mindful of resident schedules – drop-in sessions are often 

held during times where residents are unable to attend.  

The Council also needs to improve its overall approach to engagement – including by being 

more proactive, personal, empathetic and kind.  

Residents would like to see basic maintenance and repairs undertaken across the estates. 

Where works have commenced 

Residents would like to see some basic things where estate renewal works have 

commenced: 

• A timetable of expected works, so residents can plan around disruption and understand 

overall plans for the estate.  

• An overview of expected works that are likely to take place, including any expected 

access issues this might cause. 

• Basic commitments from the Council regarding disruption, including assurances that 

mitigations in place (including information about the contractor, clarity that appropriate 

health and safety is in place). 

• Clear and timely communication and opportunity for residents to provide scrutiny, 

possibly through revived REP meetings and independent adviser. Any independent 
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advisers need to be appointed with resident input and be well informed by the council to 

ensure their role is purposeful. 

• Access to an organisational chart so that residents can identify who best to speak to 

about certain issues within the Council (or HfL).  

• Regular meetings with minutes and actions with estate residents and council staff, 

rather than drop-in sessions. Where council staff do attend, they need to commit to 

sending more senior staff who can provide clear information about what is happening on 

the estate.  

On South Lambeth specifically, residents have asked that the Council does not move onto 

the next phase of development until lessons have been learnt, given ‘so many issues and 

so many things have gone wrong’ in Phase I.  

Where residents are moving into new homes, following renewal 

The Council and/or HfL should ensure the following aftercare is implemented when 

residents move into new estates: 

• The Council should ensure they have a list of vulnerable residents and provide 

appropriate wrap-around services, potentially with input from SLAM and/or NHS 

services. 

• The Council should provide basic clarification about commitments tenants are making 

when moving into a new council home – including hidden costs (for example, that relate 

to heating systems).  

Cressingham Gardens 

The residents of Cressingham Gardens we spoke to want the Council to allow their Right to 

Transfer and Right to Manage to proceed. Residents note there is still an opportunity for the 

Council to improve relationships and rebuild trust with residents, including by supporting 

The People’s Plan. 
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Appendix 12: Examples of other local 
authority housing strategies 

• Southwark (2020, note this is in the process of being updated): Southwark Housing 

Strategy 2020.pdf. 

• Waltham Forest (2019-2024) – Waltham Forest Housing Strategy 2019-24.pdf 

• Enfield, Housing and Growth Strategy 2020-2030 – Housing-and-growth-strategy-

2020-2030-housing.pdf (enfield.gov.uk)); Housing and Growth Targets (2020) –  

A4 Landscape white with continuation page (enfield.gov.uk) 

• Barnet (2019-2024) housing_strategy_final1.pdf (barnet.gov.uk) 

  

file:///C:/Users/AHarris/Downloads/Southwark%20Housing%20Strategy%202020.pdf
file:///C:/Users/AHarris/Downloads/Southwark%20Housing%20Strategy%202020.pdf
https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/4586/housing-and-growth-strategy-2020-2030-housing.pdf
https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/4586/housing-and-growth-strategy-2020-2030-housing.pdf
https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/5042/housing-and-growth-targets-august-2020-your-council.pdf
https://www.barnet.gov.uk/sites/default/files/housing_strategy_final1.pdf
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Appendix 13: Explanation of various 
development agreements 

Land deals 

Local Authorities have over the years used a variety of mechanisms to deliver development. 

A very traditional route would tend to involve transferring land by way of a long lease, or 

outright freehold sale, to developers and/or investors. The developer would build their own 

development and pay for the leasehold or freehold land transfer by way of a capital 

premium payment and subsequent ground rent annual payment in the case of leasehold 

transfers. This type of development model was particularly prevalent following the second 

world war when local authorities sought the re-development of land that had been impacted 

by bomb damage. 

Local authorities still widely use this method. The control that the local authority has for 

what is built on the site is through planning policy, as any specification of requirements 

would usually trigger a procurement. For example, if the planning policy for the area in 

which the site was situated was zoned for housing, then through planning policy and 

legal agreements associated with the planning permission (section 106 agreements), 

the authority could seek for the developer to deliver the policy compliant number of 

affordable homes.  

Development agreements 

When a local authority has land and wants to see that land developed and wants to see 

specific things developed, say for example housing, maybe with some workspace and 

retail, then the specific need usually entails the procurement of a developer to build on the 

land. The need for a procurement process to obtain the developer, including the form of 

land transfer, is because the local authority is specifying what it wants and will usually 

receive some economic benefit from the development. 

With a development agreement, the headline terms of the agreement are usually the basis 

of the procurement competition. The competitive process can be a long-drawn-out process 

as the exact details of the deal are negotiated. Or, once a clear winner is chosen, changes 

in market conditions may result in further negotiation, mainly due to the developer needing 

to deliver a commercially viable scheme that delivers a suitable profit margin for the risk 

being undertaken by executing the development process. 

Partnering agreements or joint ventures 

Under this delivery mechanism, the Council moves one step forward beyond a land 

transaction or development agreement in terms of risk. With a Partnering Agreement or 

Joint Venture, the local authority will invariably be taking development risk and or providing 

funding as well as land. In the 2000s, the then government promoted councils creating 

Local Housing Companies. Of those that were formed, the simple view of the model, was 

that a joint venture agreement was created between the local authority and the delivery 

partner, on the basis of the authority contributing land and the partner contributing finance 
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and development skills, but with both parties taking risk on delivery, such that in the worst 

case, the authority received no financial return on its land save for the outcome of the 

houses built. This mechanism is also subject to procurement. The terms of the proposed 

deal are subject to a competitive process to seek a development partner. 

The private sector partner needs to make a commercial return for the use of private 

funding. When land costs are high, build prices are high, or rental / capital values are low, 

then viability issues manifest themselves and pressure is put on the ability to achieve those 

returns. This could prevent development, despite the product itself being viable for the end 

user or final investor. 

Direct delivery for the public sector is then an option where the cost of capital is low, and 

the viability threshold can be set lower. However, entering this option also means a review 

of the risk appetite of the local authority. 

Development management  

This option involves the local authority carrying out the required development itself. The 

authority will use its own land, provide the funding (usually 100% debt funding via the Public 

Works Loan Board or Debt Management Office), contract directly with the building 

contractor and take all the risk in the development process, however on the flip side, also 

take all the reward. The local authority will have full control of what it wants to do and how it 

wants to do it save for complying with its own planning policy, including matters such as 

Community Infrastructure Levy payments. Therefore, in the planning system, the authority 

is not treated any differently to any other developer. 

The main issue with direct development is the potential for the local authority not to have 

the development skill set available in house. This is where the Development Management 

option can be used to help manage the process and importantly manage the risk. 

The local authority, aware of the lack of in-house development skills, will seek the services 

of a development manager through a procurement process. These services are likely to be 

provided by developers and former developers offering a management service. Housing 

Associations may also provide this service. In all cases, the service will be provided for a 

management fee. The service will be managed through a development management 

consultancy agreement. 

Risk and certainty 

Development risk for the local authority increases from land deals to direct development 

using development management agreements. The potential for gaining from the upside (the 

development margin) also increases in the same direction. In times of economic low points, 

when viability for the private sector becomes an issue and delivery is at risk of not 

happening, direct delivery can deliver a level of certainty and can also create the conditions 

of confidence in an area that spurs on development by others as soon as viability works for 

them. The factor at play here is the ability for the local authority to bring together land, a low 

cost of capital funding and skills via a development management agreement, alongside a 

lower hurdle rate of financial return in the longer-term interests of economic and social 

development in the borough.  
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Appendix 14: Proposed HfL and LBL direct 
delivery programme (2022-2025) 

Proposed HfL programme (2022-2025) 

Development project Status within 18 

months 

Status within 3 years 

Development sites 

commencing on-site 

2022/2023 

On-site / Complete  Complete 

Knights Walk Phase II On-site  Complete 

South Lambeth Phase I Complete  Complete 

Westbury Phase II On-site  Complete 

Westbury Phase III Planning consent 

achieved 

Hand over to LBL for 

delivery, complete in 4-5 

years 

South Lambeth Phase II Planning consent 

achieved 

Hand over to LBL for 

delivery, complete in 4-5 

years 

South Lambeth Phase III - Hand over to LBL for 

delivery, complete in 4-5 

years 
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Proposed handover of HfL programme to LBL (2022-2025) 

Development project LBL lead Status within 18 months 

Fenwick Estate (all phases) Housing Team Engagement commenced, 

potential conclusion of 

ballot  

Central Hill (all phases) Housing Team Engagement commenced 

working towards ballot 

Cressingham Gardens (all 

phases) 

Housing Team Engagement commenced 

working towards ballot 

Somerleyton Road Housing Team Development agreement in 

place 

49 Brixton Station Road  Growth Team Planning submitted 

Former Charles Edward 

Brooke School & Leigham 

Court Rd  

Growth/Housing Team Feasibility work completed, 

delivery route confirmed 

Delivery pipeline  Growth/Housing Team Site identification 

completed, development 

brief and feasibility work on 

priority HRA and GF sites 

Explore partnership schemes Growth/Housing Team 

 

Explore non-construction 

methods 

Growth/Housing Team 
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Confidential Appendix A: Hydethorpe Road 

Not published on commercial grounds. 
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