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Draft London Plan 

Spatial Development Strategy 
 

Opportunity Areas  

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 

Plan11 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?  

The Opportunity Areas are very broad locations. The information that is in the public domain 

about these locations is scarce. Paragraph 4.41 of the SHLAA 2017 states that some 68% of 

the overall capacity for housing will come from sites in the Opportunity Areas but for the period 

2017 to 2041. Figure 4.15 breaks down this capacity between the planning status categories 

of ‘Approvals’, ‘Allocations, ‘Potential Development’ and ‘Low Probability Sites’.  

What is less clear from the SHLAA 2017 is the contribution from the Opportunity Areas for the 

DLP period 2019-2028, and then how this breaks down into the various planning status 

categories.  

It is necessary to understand this in order to assess the likelihood of the deliverability and 

developability of the sites in the source.  

Paragraphs 1.6 and 2.4 of the SHLAA 2017 explain that the information on ‘Potential’ sites is 

kept confidential although this category will represent some 25% of overall supply of large 

sites between 2019-2028 (see table 5.5). This is unusual. If this was a local plan being 

examined elsewhere in England, this information would need to be in the public domain so 

that third parties could scrutinise the local authority’s land supply assumptions.  

We note table 2.1 in the DLP. This lists the Opportunity Areas and the notional housing 

capacity of each. The housing targets relate to the period 2019-2041, and do not necessarily 

represent deliverable housing capacity to underpin delivery against the DLP targets for the 

period 2018/19 – 2028/29. We are not aware from reading the SHLAA 2017 how much of the 

housing anticipated to come out of the Opportunity Areas falls within the ‘Approved’ or 

‘Allocated’ categories in the SHLAA or how much falls into the ‘Potential’ and ‘Low Probability’ 

categories. Nevertheless, we have doubts about the reliability of any supply in these two latter 

categories to materialise in enough time to support the DLP targets.  

It is uncertain whether these Opportunity Areas – which are essentially ‘broad locations’ in 

NPPF terms – will yield the necessary number of homes to support delivery for the next ten 

years and for the period beyond. The development of the Opportunity Areas is contingent 

upon a lot of supporting work by the local authorities through the preparation of development 

plans (see for example Policy SD1 B). Given the scale and scope of the supporting work 

required it is unclear how many homes from this source can realistically contribute to the 

housing targets for the next ten years of the DLP.  

Many of the OAs contain SIL and ISIS land. Policies E4-7 therefore become very relevant but 

the ability to integrate industrial and residential uses successfully is highly questionable. It is  
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questionable whether, given the strong demand for storage and distribution floorspace and 

considering comparable land values, owners of industrial land will be willing to pursue complex 

mixed-use schemes. Aside from that, it is difficult to see how such schemes would provide 

liveable environments for people.  

The key challenge for the London LPAs will be translating the notional assessment of capacity 

and deliverability undertaken by the GLA into a deliverable and developable housing land 

supply that can bear scrutiny at a local plan examination. 

To be effective, the NPPF 2012 requires that local plans identify a supply of specific, 

deliverable sites for the first five years, and specific, developable sites or broad locations for 

years 6-10. The NPPF 2012 goes on to describe what constitutes a deliverable and 

developable site (footnotes 11 and 12). This is a serious and hard piece of work for the local 

authorities, but it is a vital element of the local plan examination programme to ensure that 

there is an adequate supply of deliverable and developable land for housing to meet the ten-

year targets set by the DLP. We are worried that the time-lag in local plan production following 

the adoption of the new London Plan (illustrated above) will mean that an aggregate and 

comprehensive housing land supply assessment for all the boroughs will be completed too 

late to be able to implement the objectives of the London Plan.  

For this reason, the HBF has no confidence that the necessary supporting planning policy 

structure – that is the London Plan and 35 supporting local plans – can be erected in enough 

time in London to deliver 65,000 net additions from next year.  

Moreover, because the GLA cannot allocate new sites, and depends on the LPAs to do this 

work through local plans, the argument in paragraph 0.0.21 of the DLP that local plan 

preparation is non-essential or optional is flawed and places the delivery of 65,000 net 

additional homes a year in London is serious jeopardy.  

b) Have the Opportunity Areas been chosen having due regard to flood risk in 

accordance with national policy?  

It is unclear as it appears that the information is not in the public domain. This is a matter that 

can only be explored at the local plan level. 

c) To be effective in preventing unacceptable risk from pollution and land 

instability and ensuring that development only takes place on sites that are suitable for 

the use proposed, is it necessary for the Plan to set out a strategic approach to dealing 

with despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land in Opportunity 

Areas?  

No comment.  

d) How would the development proposed be likely to affect the character and 

appearance of existing places within and around the Opportunity Areas including with 

regard to heritage assets and their settings? 

This is a hugely important consideration given the extensive network of historic environment 

designations across London. Some 90% of the total land area of Westminster, RBKC and 

Richmond Upon Thames is covered by conservation areas. The figure for Camden is 70%. In 

addition to this there are four World Heritage Sites, and a great many Scheduled Monuments, 

listed buildings, listed parks and gardens, registered battlefields, and non-designated assets 

where issues of setting will have to be considered.  
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A more informed and accurate sense of the housing capacity of each of the Opportunity Areas 

will only be gained following the preparation of more detailed the local plans and masterplans, 

supported by necessary contextual studies, including historic environment character 

appraisals (including the London-wide Heritage Strategy referred to in paragraph 7.1.1 of the 

DLP), tall building studies and density assessments – all studies required by the DLP. Only 

when these plans and studies are completed will the Mayor and the LPAs have a proper sense 

of the housing capacity of the Opportunity Areas. The recent refusal by the Secretary of State 

of a 17-storey tower block (220 homes) in Purley, Croydon, although an OA, illustrates the 

problems associated with delivery in London and integrating this with the existing built 

environment. The site’s location close to the listed Purley Library building was cited in the 

letter among Brokenshire’s reasons for refusal. 

The need for boroughs to undertake a mass of preparatory studies, not just historic 

environment character and contextual studies, has two direct consequences: a) it will delay 

implementation; and b) the housing yield may be much less than hoped for.  

A recent example of the ‘delivery gap’ – that is the difference between the GLA’s theoretical 

capacity and actual capacity once a scheme is prepared that takes into account the full range 

of contingent planning considerations, including matters such as the historic environment, is 

the reduction of the housing supply at the Bishopsgate Goods-yard from an estimated 2,000 

dwellings to just 300.  

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?  

This is difficult to assess as information on the Opportunity Areas is not in the public domain. 

This can only be adequately explored through local plans.   

However, what we would say, is that while it is ideal that all supporting infrastructure is 

provided in tandem with new housing sometimes this is not always feasible as it is the revenue 

from the sale of homes that will pay for the public goods. Not all developers have the capital 

reserves to pay for these things up front, and not all can secure large loans up-front. Only 

major developers are in this position. As we have commented in relation to Policy D6: 

Optimising Density, we are concerned that the Mayor’s approach in Part B 3) which requires 

the phasing of housing delivery if there is insufficient existing infrastructure, such as public 

transport, to support the higher densities, may militate against delivery. In our representations 

we have cited Nine Elms as an example of an area where the delivery of housing en-masse 

and at high density has helped to generate the revenues needed to fund the Northern line 

extension. We consider that the DLP will need to adopt a more pragmatic position on the 

funding of infrastructure to enable housing delivery to be sustained.  

d) Would the development proposed in the Opportunity Areas support policy GG1 

“building strong and inclusive communities” and Policy SD10 “strategic and local 

regeneration”?  

Possibly, but it is difficult to know until the London LPAs bring forward more detailed proposals 

through their local plans and masterplans. Among other things, these local plans or 

masterplans would need to identify how much affordable housing and other social and 

environmental amenities can be provided based upon an assessment of what is viable.  

e) How would the development proposed be likely to affect the character and 

appearance of existing places within the Opportunity Areas including with regard to 

heritage assets?  
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Again, it is difficult to know, until more detailed proposals are advanced through local plans 

and masterplans.  

The true housing capacity of the Opportunity Areas will only become known much later when 

detailed proposals are presented. We have seen over the last year how the expected housing 

yield from the Earls Court Opportunity Area has been reduced from 7,500 homes to 6,500.  

f) Would Policy SD1 provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 

plans and neighbourhood plans?  

The delivery of the Opportunity Areas will require the preparation, examination and adoption 

of local plans because only local plans can allocate sites for development (where these have 

not already been allocated in adopted local plans). Only local plans can set-out the policies 

that will apply to these sites, such as the need to ‘maximise the delivery of affordable housing’ 

in Part A 5). Therefore, reference to ‘planning frameworks’ in Part A 1) is misleading because 

it is unclear. Planning frameworks are non-statutory.  

Even if some of the Opportunity Areas are already allocated in local plans, updated local plans 

will still need to be produced to identify additional sites for housing to support the delivery of 

the new housing targets. This is likely to be necessary for most London LPAs where the 

housing targets have increased.  

Policy SD1 also refers to a lot of supporting contextual work that will need to be completed to 

identify the capacity of each Opportunity Area.     

Whether all this can be completed quickly enough to underpin the delivery of 650,000 homes 

is doubtful.  

g) 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”? 

As we have argued above, it is unclear what the Mayor means by ‘planning frameworks’. The 

glossary to the DLP refers to these as having a non-statutory status. However, as the Mayor 

rightly observes in the SHLAA 2017, the SHLAA is not an allocations exercise. It is the role of 

the local plan to allocate sites (paragraph 1.5). Supporting local plans will have to be prepared, 

examined and adopted that test the deliverability of these locations. This needs to be done 

before these strategic locations can begin to come forward. As said before, we acknowledge 

that many of the large sites may already be approved or allocated, but this is not universally 

the case.   

This is an important point, because it relates to the overall deliverability of Opportunity Areas. 

It is also a question central to the effectiveness of the DLP and whether the housing targets 

can be delivered in full in time.  

Whether the Opportunity Areas will begin to yield an adequate number of completions is 

questionable. A site could be approved and allocated, but that does not necessarily mean that 

homes will necessarily come forward in time.  

Large sites make up about 61% of the overall estimated housing capacity of London between 

2019-2028. While it is unclear how many of the homes from large sites will come from the 

Opportunity Areas, it is likely that they will form a significant component of delivery.  

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  
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Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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