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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 The following statement has been prepared on behalf of our client (the Ballymore Group) to 

set out our case in relation to Matter M14 of the draft new London Plan (to be heard at the 

forthcoming Examination in Public opening on 15
th
 January 2019).  

 

1.2 Our statement also draws reference to the draft Isle of Dogs & South Poplar Opportunity Area 

Planning Framework which was issued by the Mayor of London for public consultation in May 

2018. We note that this document, whilst at a draft stage, has not been included within the 

Examination Documents submitted to the Panel. In our view, an understanding of the content 

and policy direction of the Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF) documents is critical 

to properly assessing the policy contained within the London Plan and its ability to meet 

strategic targets (particularly on housing delivery). We would therefore urge the Mayor/GLA to 

include the draft and adopted OAPFs as part of the Examination evidence base.  

 

1.3 Our previous representations submitted (on behalf of the Ballymore Group) in response to the 

draft OAPF highlight some of the challenges associated in delivering development within the 

Opportunity Area and the need for consistency between London Plan policy and policy targets 

set out within the emerging and adopted OAPFs. We expand on this issue within our 

statement below.   

 

1.4 Notwithstanding this, we broadly welcome the approach taken by the draft London Plan to 

identifying and promoting new development within the Opportunity Areas. We recognise that 

the Opportunity Areas have significant potential and capacity, and will therefore be critical in 

ensuring London is able to meet its strategic targets for new housing and jobs.  

 

1.5 Our client (the Ballymore Group) is a leading mixed use developer working to enhance, grow 

and build thriving communities for long term sustainable living. Ballymore has significant land 

interests across London which we expect to be brought forward for redevelopment in the next 

5 years. This includes substantive development sites within several of the designated 

Opportunity Areas – including the Isle of Dogs & South Poplar Opportunity Area, the Kensal 

Canalside Opportunity Area and the Royal Docks Opportunity Area.  

 

1.6 As a consequence, our client is keen to support a new London Plan which continues to 

support new development within the Opportunity Areas; encourages positive engagement 

between all parties to bring forward new development; unlocks potential blocks and delays to 

delivering key infrastructure upgrades necessary to support new development; and recognises 

the need for development to optimise brownfield site potential (particularly by providing a mix 

of uses). 

 

2. Representations on Matter M14 (Opportunity Areas) 

 

2.1 We have set out our representations in specific reference to the parts of Matter M14 as listed 

below. Where no comments are made we have removed the relevant part. 
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M14. Are the Opportunity Areas identified on the Key Diagram and Figures 2.4 to 2.12 

likely to deliver the indicative number of additional homes and jobs assumed in the 

Plan12 in a way that is justified and consistent with national policy? In particular:  

 

a) Are sites likely to be available in the Opportunity Areas with sufficient capacity to 

accommodate the expected scale of development?  

 

2.2 Many of the Opportunity Areas include Strategic Industrial Land (SIL) designations – 

particularly the Opportunity Areas located within the eastern section of London. A key 

challenge for future policy will be the balance between ensuring that sufficient land is available 

to meet the acute need for new housing, whilst protecting important (and well used) industrial 

land.  

 

2.3 In our view, it is often the case that industrial land will be protected simply due to its 

geographical location – rather than a proper audit of its function, role, usability and commercial 

attractiveness to operators. We believe that the co-location approach to the provision of new 

industrial development alongside other uses provides the opportunity to both deliver new 

housing and new industrial/commercial floorspace within the Opportunity Areas. However, if 

this approach is to be successful it requires greater direction and support from the London 

Boroughs (and other agencies) to recognise where opportunities exist for development (and 

development sites) to successfully meet a number of policy objectives.  

 

2.4 We therefore have concerns regarding part 4) of the plan relating to the interaction of the 

intent of SD1 and the wider aspirations of the Plan specifically relating to Policies E4, E5, E6 

and E7. The protection of SIL Land on individual sites could hinder or stall development which 

is subject to policies E4-E7. Only through a strategic approach to the consolidation as 

identified within Policy E7 can the appropriate quantum of development be unlocked to meet 

the expected scale of development. This cannot be facilitated without input from Local 

Authorities and the GLA. 

 

2.5 It is clear that Planning Frameworks are therefore required within the Opportunity Areas to set 

area specific policies and ambitions. Without this, the delivery of individual sites is risked 

through blanket protection policies. Only through a collaborative approach with land owners 

can the expected scale of development of the area be met. We therefore consider that policy 

SD1 (1) should be amended to recognise the importance of land owner and developer 

consultation in the formulation of Planning Frameworks. 

 

2.6 We are concerned regarding the continuity of the Area Frameworks being developed for the 

Opportunity Areas and the targets set within the Plan. The various figures for each of the 

Opportunity Area provides a specific target for the number of homes proposed for the area. 

Paragraph 2.1.1 clearly outlines that the Opportunity areas are “significant locations with 

development capacity to accommodate new housing”. Therefore if the planned indicative 

targets are not met, the ability for London (as a whole) to meet its housing need could be 

compromised. 

 

2.7 We are therefore concerned regarding potential discrepancies between the targets within the 

London Plan and Emerging Area Frameworks. In particular the recent draft Isle of Dogs 

Opportunity Area Planning Framework contains different housing target scenarios 

comparative to those included within the draft London Plan. Whilst figure 2.11 refers to the 

delivery of 29,000 new homes and 110,000 new jobs within the Opportunity Area, the draft 

OAPF includes a target of 31,000 new homes and 110,000 new jobs. Alongside this, the 

OAPF also includes a high growth scenario of 38,000 new homes and a maximum growth 

scenario of 49,000 new homes.   
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2.8 In our view, this apparent confusion could create ambiguity for developers and Councils and 

thus restrict the delivery of housing. We consider that the new draft London Plan should be 

amended to reflect the latest detailed targets set out in the OAPFs – and recognise that there 

is potential for higher growth scenarios (and the mechanisms by which these could be 

achieved).  

 

e) Is the necessary transport and other physical, environmental and social 

infrastructure likely to be in place in each of the Opportunity Areas in a timely manner?  

 

2.9 The identification within the new Plan of the key inter-relationship between new infrastructure 

delivery and future growth is a positive one and Ballymore fully endorses the strategy to 

cluster Opportunity Areas into growth corridors to ensure the pooled resources.   

 

2.10 The infrastructure led growth strategy outlined within paragraphs 2.1.12 to 2.1.69 is important 

in identifying the capacity requirements for the area. However the planning improvements 

must be deliverable within the opportunity areas otherwise the expected scale of development 

or the success of the area may be compromised.  

 

2.11 We are concerned that policy SD1 does not place enough emphasis on developer and land 

owner engagement to ensure the planned infrastructure is delivered in the right place within 

Opportunity Areas to facilitate growth. This particularly relates to new stations or improvement 

to existing stations which as part of the Mayors Approach to high density development around 

transport interchanges will act as a catalyst for the Opportunity Area.  

 

2.12 In order to address our concerns we consider that policy SD1 (1) should be amended to 

recognise the importance of land owner and developer consultation in the formulation of 

Planning Frameworks. 

 

h) Is the approach to development management set out in SD1 consistent with national 

policy and would it be effective particularly in terms of the role of “planning 

frameworks”? 

 

2.13 For the reasons discussed above in part (e) it is clear that a balanced approach to the policies 

impacting opportunity areas will be required. Without this the policy objectives will risk 

delaying the ability to bring forward the ambitions of the site or result in piecemeal disjointed 

development contrary to the concept of good growth within the plan.  

 

2.14 We strongly support the development management approach within SD1 in outlining the 

priorities and intent of Opportunity Areas. However the generic approach will need to be 

framed in the context of the specific constraints and opportunities of the areas. For the 

approach within SD1 to be effective it must give weight to consultation with stakeholders and 

developers bringing forward proposals. Planning Frameworks enable this consultation in 

further detail on a site specific level and thus are key to the overall success of policy SD1. We 

consider that specific reference should be given to the use of Planning Frameworks to identify 

and unlock integrated developments through stakeholder engagement. 

 

2.15 In terms of application, Ballymore is in the early stages of a masterplanning partnership with 

adjoining landowners such as Sainsbury’s to deliver a minimum of 3,500 new homes in the 

Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area (KCOA).  The Opportunity Area is complex in terms of 

land use, urban design and built form as well as dealing with the issue of heritage given the 

location of this new strategic development adjacent to the Grade 1 Listed Kensal Green 

Cemetery and its 150 listed buildings and structures. It is therefore important that the regular 
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and positive engagement takes place with the Greater London Authority and the local 

authority on the emerging masterplan.  This is to ensure there is an agreed way forward from 

the outset 

 

2.16 In this respect while Ballymore support the general approach as set out in policy SD1 notably 

regarding the development management aspects. We would request that the policy makes 

specific reference to importance of Planning Frameworks and the need for major landowners 

and developers with an interest in the area are invited to participate in the discussions and 

plan-making for this area at an early stage. We consider that policy SD1 1) should be 

amended to recognise the importance of land owner and developer consultation in the 

formulation of Planning Frameworks. 

 

3. Summary 

 

3.1 Our client strongly supports the recognition within the new London Plan of the need for 

additional homes across London notably within Opportunity Areas.  Ballymore would however 

like to emphasise the importance of more positive engagement with key landowners and 

developers within Opportunity Areas to ensure co-ordinated and effective delivery of strategic 

targets as well as planned infrastructure. 

 

3.2 We trust that our comments within this representation will be carefully considered as part of 

the discussion of Matter M14.  We would welcome the opportunity to discuss in further detail if 

required. 

 

 


