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Summary 
 
The report requests approval for additional budget of £526,000 for the Watermeadow 
Court (WMC) development project. Additional budget is required for two reasons:  
 
1. To cover additional security costs, contract inflation, clearance and staffing costs 

incurred due to the delay to start of demolition. Demolition of the buildings on the 
site could not happen until the Greater London Authority (GLA) had given planning 
approval for the scheme and this was significantly delayed.  

 
2. In October 2019, the council’s JV partner for the development, Stanhope, advised 

it could not meet its contractual obligation to secure funding for the project. The 
council cannot now hand over the site to the JV following demolition of the 
buildings (which concluded on 25 November 2019) and needs to secure and 
manage the site against illegal occupation until the site can be brought forward for 
development under an alternative strategy. 

 
 
Recommendations 
 
That Cabinet approves an additional budget of £526,000 for the Watermeadow Court 
development project to cover the unforeseen costs set out in paragraphs 11,12 and 
13 of the report  to be funded from capital receipts.  
 

 
Wards Affected: Sands End 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
H&F Priorities 
 
Please state how the outcome will contribute to our priorities  
 

Our Priorities Summary of how this report aligns to the 
H&F Priorities  

 Being ruthlessly financially 
efficient 

This report seeks to fulfil the council 
obligations to the contractor by closing out 
the final account and paying for services 
provided.  
 
The costs for the site security has been 
benchmarked and market tested though the 
use of obtaining more than 1 quote.  The 
contract is agreed to allow for a full 
procurement exercise to be undertaken in 4 
months if a permanent JV partner or solution 
for the site is appointed / made. 

 
Financial Impact  
 
1. This project is part of the Housing Capital Programme and has an overall 

approved budget of £1,458,000. The final required spend in order to cover 
additional costs and develop an alternative delivery strategy is expected to be up 
to £1,983,904, based on sections 10 to 13 of the Detailed Analysis, is split as 
follows: 

 
2. The additional funding requirement of £526,000 will come from capital receipts 

which will be earmarked for use against this project. As set out in the detailed 
analysis at 12, as Stanhope, the Council’s JV partner, have confirmed they are 
unable to deliver this project, the council is developing an alternative delivery 
strategy for the scheme. Watermeadow Court is held in the General Fund 

Type of Cost Supplier 

Current 
Approved 
Budget 

Forecasted 
Final 
Project Cost 

Additional 
budget 
required Reason for additional budget required 

Demolition 
Consultancy 
LSH 

Lambert Smith 
Hampton Group Ltd 

                         
58,000  

                         
61,565  

                            
3,565  

Costs already incurred relating to 
delayed start on site - para .10.  

Demolition Cost 
Coleman & 
Company Ltd 

                   
1,329,000  

                   
1,505,513  

                       
176,513  

Legal, 
Professional 

Legal, Procurement 
& Professional 
Advice   

                       
100,000  

                       
100,000  Alternative delivery strategy - para .11.  

Contingency & 
Salary Not Applicable 

                         
71,000  

                         
125,007  

                            
54,007  Para .13  

Security Costs 
First Response 
Group & TBC   

                       
191,819  

                       
191,819  

Post Completion Security Provision - 
para .11  

Total    
                   

1,458,000  
                   

1,983,904  
                       

525,904    

      

    

                       
526,000  Rounded off budget requirement 



following appropriation for planning from the Housing Revenue Account. If an 
alternative delivery strategy is not found and the site is not redeveloped, then the 
capitalised non-demolition costs incurred (forecasted at up to £416,826) would 
be written off and an unbudgeted charge to the general fund. A separate 
decision report to Cabinet will be required on the recommended alternative 
strategy and will set out the full financial impact of Stanhope’s inability to deliver 
the scheme and the alternative proposal.  
 

3. Capitalisation of salary is subject to completion of satisfactory timesheets verified 
by finance and potentially subject to auditor scrutiny.  Any uncapitalisable costs 
will need to be funded from revenue budgets 

 
Legal Implications 

 
There are no legal implications for this report. 
 
 

 
Contact Officer(s): 
 
Name:  Matt Rumble 
Position: Head of Area Regeneration  
Telephone: 07786747488 
Email:  matt.rumble@lbhf.gov.uk 
 
Name:  Firas Al-Sheikh 
Position: Head of Housing Financial Investment and Strategy 
Telephone: 020 8753 4790 
Email: firas.al-sheikh@lbhf.gov.uk 
Verified by Emily Hill, Assistant Director, Finance  
 
Name: Janette Mullins 
Position: Chief Solicitor (Litigation and Social Care) 
Telephone: 020 8753 2744 
Email: Janette.mullins@lbhf.gov.uk 
 

 
Background Papers Used in Preparing This Report 

 
None. 
 

 
 
 



DETAILED ANALYSIS 
 
Proposals and Analysis of Options  
 
Background  

 
1. The Watermeadow Court (WMC) site is currently part of the Council’s joint 

venture development partnership with Stanhope Plc, called HSF 
Developments. It is one of two sites to be developed under the JV 
arrangements, the other site is the Edith Summerskill House site. It is the 
council’s obligation to provide a cleared site and demolition of existing 
buildings is required before the land can be transferred from council 
ownership to the joint venture for redevelopment.  

 
2. Planning applications brought forward by the JV company for both sites were 

considered in October 2017 and Planning Committee gave resolution to grant 
consent subject to GLA approval.  

 
3. The GLA ultimately opposed the scheme at planning, considering the WMC 

scheme a regeneration scheme and requiring the delivery of affordable 
housing onsite. 

 
4. In June 2018, the council approved a revised budget of £1,458,000 for 

demolition, site clearance and security costs (due to the illegal occupation of 
site) and for additional Employers Agent fees. The report also agreed the 
award of a contract to The Coleman Group for demolition and site clearance. 
The budget anticipated a start by the end of September 2018. The budget 
included some contingency in case start was delayed. 

 
5. Following extensive negotiation with the GLA, LBHF issued planning consent 

for both schemes in August 2019.  As part of this 36 of the 218 homes at 
WMC were changed to affordable housing. 

 
6. On receipt of the consent, the council instructed the Coleman Group to 

proceed with the demolition under the contract, fulfilling the council’s 
obligation to provide a cleared site. Following the issue of instruction and 
mobilisation, site works commenced on 13 September 2019, 12 months after 
the anticipated start. 

 
7. However during demolition, in October 2019, Stanhope Plc confirmed they 

were unable to meet their contractual obligation under the JV to secure 
funding for the development phase of the project and therefore the JV could 
not take possession of the site following demolition. 

 
8. Demolition works completed and the site was handed back to the council on 

the 25 November 2019. 
 

9. Stanhope’s inability to secure project finances put the security of the site at 
risk and officers acted quickly to put in place short term security 
arrangements. On the 6 November 2019, the council appointed First 



Response Group for an initial 16 weeks at a cost of £48,240.50. Security 
started on the 25 November 2019.   

 
Additional budget  
 
This report requests additional budget to cover two unforeseen costs to the project.  
 

10. Costs already incurred relating to delayed start on site (due to the delay in 
 receiving planning consent from the GLA). The additional costs were:  

 An extended 24/7 site security presence concluding in September 
2019;  

 Removal of further pigeon guano between clearance in 2018 and start 
of demolition;  

 5% inflation on the demolition contract sum (£21,953.09);  

 Legal costs relating to a licence to use a neighbouring site for 
scaffolding for demolition works  

 Removal of additional debris & waste from site due to illegal fly tipping;  

 Repair and decorative works to the hoarding post completion;  

 Employers Agents fees to cover the extended contract period; and  

 Environmental assessments prior too, and during demolition, to monitor 
contamination  

The total cost of these items is £180,077.77 
 

11. Future costs arising from not transferring the land to the JV following 
completion of demolition:  

 
Post Completion Security Provision - Security is required to cover the site 
following demolition. The budget allowance is for a period of 12 months. The 
council will immediately start to explore a meanwhile use for the site which 
provides community benefit and reduce costs to the council while an 
alternative delivery strategy is agreed for the scheme. The budget requested 
for security is £191,818.86 and includes contingency. 
 

12. As Stanhope has confirmed they are unable to deliver this project; a budget is 
also required to support the council develop an alternative delivery strategy 
for the consented scheme. The strategy will prioritise increasing delivery of 
affordable housing and ensuring the project is delivered quickly and, if 
possible, a start on site is achieved in 12 months. The delivery strategy is 
likely to require a further cabinet approval and will consider options to recover 
the additional budget from a future land receipt for the site. This budget will 
cover legal, procurement and professional advice and other associated costs 
that maybe incurred by the council to support the JV exit strategy and procure 
a new delivery partner. The estimate for this is £100,000. 

 
13. A 10 percent contingency is requested on the budget to delivery alternative JV 

strategy, security costs and £50,000 for project management costs which 
comes to £54,000 considering the existing contingency and salary budget. 

 
 



 
 
Options analysis  
 

14. Options to be considered relate only to the protection of the WMC site now 
that the site is back under the responsibility of the council. 

 
option A – Leave Site Empty 

 
15. Leaving the site empty would result in no ongoing security or protection of the 

site. 
 

16. This strategy would result in no upfront implementation costs to the council, 
however there are significant risks of illegal occupation and possible future 
expenditure to be accounted for due to the lack of onsite presence or 
deterrents.  This risk has crystallised in the past, costing the council over 
£400,000 for the removal of dumped waste material. Option A is not 
recommended.  

 
option B – Use of Concrete Bollards 
 

17. The use of concrete bollards is a deterrent in preventing unauthorised vehicle 
access to the site. The cost of four concrete bollards for twelve months is 
approx. £30,000. 

 
18. The risk of illegal occupation and fly tipping remains significant as well-

organised illegal occupiers will often have lifting equipment capable of moving 
heavy concrete bollards. A contingency should be made available for this risk 
or taken cognisance of in any future cost provisions. For this reason, option B 
is not recommended.  

 
option C – Use of 24/7 Onsite Security  
 

19. This is the preferred option as there will be a physical presence on site all day 
every day including bank holidays and weekends. In addition, this option 
provides remote surveillance of the site.  

 
20. While this is the most expensive option (£203,000 for 12 months), it would 

significantly reduce the risk illegal occupation and therefore of unknown future 
costs. Officers will also investigate a meanwhile use for the site which may 
reduce costs.  

 
 

Type of Cost Additional budget required Comments for 'Total budget required' column

Demolition Consultancy LSH 3,565.19                                  LSH Professional Fees

Demolition Cost 176,512.58                              Final Account settlement including retention

Legla, Professional 100,000.00                              Approx. Legal costs for JV exit strategy.

Contingency & Salary 54,006.89                                10% Contingency for legal and security, & £50k Salary

Security Costs 191,818.86                              Existing 16 weeks contract + 52 weeks security budget

Total 525,903.52                             

525900 Rounded off budget requirement



Reasons for Decision 
 

21. The decisions are required to:  
 

 increase the budget to fulfil the contractual obligations to complete 
the demolition contract and associated Employer’s Agent fees.  

 to agree a budget to protect the WMC site now demolition is 
complete and to enable officers to develop a strategy for future 
delivery options. 

 
Equality Implications  

 
22. There are no direct equality implications for groups with protected 

characteristics, under the Equality Act 2010, by the approval of these 
proposals.  
 
Implications verified by: Fawad Bhatti, Policy & Strategy Officer, Public 
Services Reform, tel. 07500 103617. 
 

Risk Management Implications 
 

23. The proposals are in accordance with the need for the Council to maintain a 
safe and secure site in accordance with management of health and safety and 
environmental risks as noted on the Council’s Corporate Risk Register. 
Additional costs incurred are the result of the failure of Stanhope Plc who 
confirmed they were unable to meet their JV contractual obligation. Officers 
have acted quickly to put in place short term security arrangements to 
minimise the risk of illegal occupation and fly tipping which has previously 
occurred in contravention of our environmental objectives and costing 
£400,000 for the removal of dumped waste material. An alternative delivery 
strategy is required for the consented scheme 
 
Implications verified by: Michael Sloniowski, Risk Manager, telephone 020 
8753 2587. 

 
Procurement Implications 

 
24. There are no procurement implications with regards to the recommendations 

of this report of approving additional budget. However, the additional budget 
shall be spent in accordance with the CSOs and PCR 2015. 
 

25. A waiver from the CSOs has been approved on 6 Nov 2019 given the urgency 
of providing additional security to the site. The waiver has been approved to 
appoint First Response Group for 16 weeks at a cost of £48,240.50. As the 
request for additional security is estimated at just over £191k, a procurement 
strategy shall be approved by the Executive Director and a fully compliant 
procurement conducted by the end of the 16 weeks period covered by the 
waiver that was previously obtained. 
 
Implications provided by Andra Ulianov, Head of Contracts and Procurement 



 
Consultation 

 
26. There are no consultations to be included within this report. 

 
 


