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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?  

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

accordance with national policy?  

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?  

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?  

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?  

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

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

regeneration”?  

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

local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

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”?  
 

Many of the Opportunity Areas listed in NLP Table 2.1 do not have a Local Plan 

developed by the borough or boroughs involved. The figures are derived from 
Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks that were devised, largely, by the GLA as 
indicative of the development potential. So, the answer to M14 a) is that there is 

uncertainty.  

 

More specifically, all the figures in new Table 2.1 need to be reviewed rather than 
just rolling them forward without further testing. This is due to: 

•  changes in demand at the upper end of the housing market, resulting from 
reduced interest from foreign investors, changes to stamp duty and Brexit, 
which has changed the viability of the schemes (eg Earl’s Court/West 

Kensington); 

•  lack of progress in providing improved public transport accessibility to support 
and justify the scale and density of development (e.g. Kensal Canalside and 
the Great West Corridor); 

•  some of the original OAPFs and subsequent SPGs being “overambitious” (e.g. 



Old Oak Common), exceeding the appropriate density (e.g. Earl’s Court/West 
Kensington); and 

•  political difficulties resulting from the original proposals (eg Earl’s Court/West 
Kensington). 

 

This has resulted in:  

•  delayed or slow build-out rates (eg Earl’s Court/West Kensington) 

•  low levels of affordable housing provision (eg Vauxhall/Nine Elms/Battersea)    

 

The current London Plan (2016) contains information on progress, but there is now 
an urgent need to review progress, reassess the “indicative guidelines for homes 

and jobs”, especially those for housing which are expressed as a “minimum” figure. 
In some cases, unless reassessed it will commit the local authorities to seeking a 

“target” that is either unachievable or unsustainable, especially when public 
transport capacity and levels of public transport accessibility will not be achievable.  

 

Policy SD1 B 9) seeks to ensure that the planning frameworks are “subject to public 
and stakeholder consultation”. The track record on this is not good to date. Only one 
OA – Euston – will have been through a statutory planning process, and even Old 

Oak, being a Mayoral Development Corporation has had difficulties with reconciling 
local stakeholder opinion with the pressure to produce a Local Plan. 

 

London Forum considers that the capacity and deliverability of the 
Opportunity Areas need to be the subject of an early review. There has 
been a democratic deficit in the way the OAPFs have been developed and 

brought forward and the London Plan EiP process is inadequate as a 
scrutiny of their performance. The questions under this matter are exactly 

the issues that need to be covered by the review. 

 

London Forum objects to the Minor Suggested Change to introduce a new Table 
2.1: Opportunity Area Indicative Guidelines for New Homes and Jobs, because this is 

not a minor change and the content has had no public consultation. 

 

M14 (a) A major problem for some OAs has been that the assumed capacity was 
based on very high densities of development which could not be supported without 
considerable infrastructure investment in public transport, utilities and social 

infrastructure, and a reliance on market housing supported by foreign investment. 
Where the capacity has been maintained it has been by increasing the height of 
buildings and reducing the proportion of affordable housing (eg Vauxhall/Nine 

Elms/Battersea and Earl’s Court/West Kensington and, perhaps, Old Oak). 

 

M14 b) – Attention is drawn to flood risk in OA descriptions in the NLP, for example, 
Thamesmead and Abbey Wood. Policies for mitigating flood risk in NLP Chapter 9 
should be satisfactory. 

 

M14 c)  – Yes, there should be policies for dealing with contaminated land. The 
current 2016 London Plan has guidance in its chapter 5 on this subject but the word 
in not included in the NLP. Policies 5.21 and 5.22 together with their associated text 

should be included in NLP chapter 1 following Policy GG6. 

 

M14 d) – The same considerations should apply in Local Plans for Opportunity Areas 
as would be covered by policies in Local Plans for other locations. Table 3.2 of the 
NLP has the qualitative design aspects that boroughs should apply. OA Masterplans 
and Development Corporation Plans must respect the context and character of the 

surrounding area to avoid harm to settings and views. 

 



Draft NLP paragraphs 2.10.4 and 2.10.5 proposes that, where appropriate, OA Plans 
should “tackle the specific causes of deprivation that impact on the lives of people in 

the area, while enriching the qualities of the area that make it unique.” should 
“tackle the specific causes of deprivation that impact on the lives of people in the 

area, while enriching the qualities of the area that make it unique.”  
 

 

 

OA Plans should consider also any social infrastructure, facilities, transport, services 
and green space deficiencies in the area surrounding each OA and contain policies to 
meet those requirements.  

 

Heritage assets should be protected and reused if appropriate in Opportunity Areas 
in accordance with NPPF policies and those in draft NLP Policy D8 C d) and Policy 
HC1. 

 

A minor change to paragraph 7.1.1 adds “The Mayor will develop a London-
wide Heritage Strategy, together with Historic England and other partners, 

to support the capital’s heritage and the delivery of heritage-led growth.” 
London Forum welcomes that and will expect it to deal with the heritage issues that 
large scale developments in Opportunity Areas could cause. 

 

M14 e) – The transport and other infrastructure required in OAs should be part of 
their Local Plan. Some OAPFs, such as that for Old Oak, mention Development 

Infrastructure Funding Studies but the aggregate need is not clear. The lack of 
public transport investment/capacity and ensuring the supply of social infrastructure 

(eg schools) is a major challenge, as securing the right investment at the right time 
is difficult, especially as these are long-term projects, and that the planning of social 
infrastructure is more uncertain than even transport investment. The reduction in 

income and extra costs for TfL arising from the delayed opening of the Elizabeth 
Line are serious and could adversely affect the delivery of the transport required in 

some Opportunity Areas, for example, the one for the Great West Corridor 
development. 

 

M14 f) – OA development should accord with Policies GG1 and SD10, but without a 
detailed Local Plan with Site Allocations and sustainability requirements for each OA 
the degree of support for those policies is not clear. It would be hard to demonstrate 

that the results of the last decade of Opportunity Areas has delivered “strong and 
inclusive communities”.  

 

M14 g) – If relevant NLP policies are applied to OA development, the outcome 
should be satisfactory, but consideration must be given to the surroundings of the 
OAs [NLP Policy SD1 B 8)] and how any infrastructure deficiencies of the wider area 

will be addressed. This is a critical issue in the case of Old Oak and, as a result, 
several early minor modifications suggested by Historic England reflect this concern. 

 

Neighbourhood Plans within OAs should not be required if each OA Local Plan is 
spatially comprehensive and subject to scrutiny through an examination. Policy SD1 
B requires boroughs to plan for each OA in a way that should be satisfactory but 

must be achieved promptly. The guidance in NLP paragraph 2.0.7 for working 
with local communities should be part of Policy SD1. 

 

M14 h) – As above, “frameworks” are only indicative and full OA plans are 
necessary. 
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