
1 
 

  OLD OAK AND PARK ROYAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION –                          

A COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVE FROM THE OLD OAK NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM. 

BACKGROUND TO THE FORUM 

Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum (OONF) began meeting as an ‘interim’ body in 2016 and was 

designated by the OPDC under the Localism Act in 2018.  The Forum now has 68 members who live 

or work within the designated area, and a further 74 affiliate members living nearby. 

The Forum holds open meetings monthly, as joint meetings with the Grand Union Alliance (given an 

overlap of membership).  We work alongside other local bodies including Ealing Matters, the 

Harlesden Neighbourhood Forum, the Hammersmith Society, and the Friends of Wormwood Scrubs.   

The Harlesden Neighbourhood Forum contributed suggestions on this evidence to the Committee, as 

did the St Quintin & Woodlands Neighbourhood Forum (which covers part of North Kensington on 

the OPDC border).   The Chair of the StQW Forum, designated by RBKC in 2013 and with a ‘made’ 

neighbourhood plan has acted as an adviser to the Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum since 2015. 

Since the OPDC was established in April 2015, both these latter bodies have worked extensively in 

responding to the four sets of consultations on the OPDC Local Plan.  We gave written and oral 

evidence at the EIP hearings on the Draft Local Plan in early 2019 and persuaded the Planning 

Inspector to hold additional hearings in January 2022.  

Both forums have commented on all the major planning applications, in their respective areas, which 

have been determined by the OPDC Planning Committee or delegated to LB Ealing for decision.  

Our extensive dealings with OPDC officers, the Chair, successive CEOs, Borough Leaders and ward 

councillors on the OPDC Planning Committee form the basis of the views set out in this evidence.  

Andy Slaughter (MP for Hammersmith) is a regular attender at the open meetings held by OONF, 

and East Acton ward councillors have been occasional attenders. OONF and StQW have previously 

made written representations to the Assembly’s Budget and Performance Committee.   

CONCLUSIONS OF THIS EVIDENCE TO THE COMMITTEE 

The Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum welcomes the sessions which the Planning and Regeneration 

Committee has been holding on Opportunity Areas and on Mayoral Development Corporations. 

These mechanisms for urban renewal in London are Mayoral initiatives.  The Assembly and its 

committees have the primary responsibility for scrutinising their effectiveness.  Comparisons can be 

made with other approaches used globally, and by London government in previous decades.   

We appreciate that committee members will have much material to read, so have placed at the 

beginning of this document our conclusions from this submission of evidence, which we would like 

you to consider: 

We believe that the MDC model has not proved a success for the OPDC area.  Our concerns can be 

summarised as follows: 

• A MDC model which is not underpinned with initial certainty of adequate infrastructure 

funding (or land assets) is very high risk, even in periods of relative stability within 
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London’s economy and development market. It would not be sensible to attempt this 

model again without such certainty.  The model has not served Londoners well. 

• The OPDC from the start oversold itself as ‘the UK’s largest regeneration project’ with a 

‘unique’ level of connectivity.  A location where some railway lines will join up does not 

make it a ‘catalyst’ for a whole new part of London. It was soon apparent that transport 

connectivity at Old Oak, for local people and London commuters, would in reality be less 

useful than at Kings Cross/Euston/St Pancras.  And that the Old Oak area lacks many other 

attributes of this successful forerunner of urban renewal in the capital.   

• The OPDC has proved hugely reluctant to accept that its 2015 ‘vision’ was not going to be 

realised, and to change tack to work with local people on a set of more realistic, 

incremental and evolutionary proposals.  The opportunity was there to stitch existing 

residential communities, within and on the edge of the OPDC boundary, into a new part of 

London with sustainable and walkable lifetime neighbourhoods. 

• At no stage (as far as the public are aware) has OPDC gone back to the Mayor to say that 

the 25,000 housing target for Old Oak set in the OAPF and 2016 London Plan was based on 

simplistic research. This target became unachievable within the plan period for a Local 

Plan once the physical geography, existing barriers of canal and rail lines, road network, 

and infrastructure constraints had been assessed and understood.   

• A rethink of this housing target could (and should) have happened after the Fiona Fletcher-

Smith review in 2017 and at the time of the Planning Inspector’s interim findings in 2019.  

OPDC has largely ignored the need to ‘test’ this housing target as an ‘indicative’ figure in 

its Local Plan preparation (as required by the London Plan examination findings).  Instead 

it has extended the time period for a housing trajectory to be built out at unsustainable 

densities and heights.  Local people believe that Old Oak will come to be seen as a 

disastrous and thoughtless successor to Vauxhall/Nine Elms/Battersea. 

• There is an inherent tension between the ‘delivery arm’ and the ‘planning authority’ arm 

of a MDC. Local groups in the OPDC area have raised many examples of where we believe 

planning decisions and determinations of applications have been distorted by the fact that 

OPDC has come under growing political pressures to demonstrate successful ‘delivery’ 

against targets.  How far are OPDC decisions on developments now being made in the 

cause of justifying the Corporation’s continued existence as a separate Mayoral body?    

• In terms of governance, OPDC’s reliance on boards and a planning committee made up of 

a majority of appointed members has severely weakened democratic accountability. In the 

case of OPDC, board and planning committee composition has included insufficient local 

knowledge of the area.  Four Board meetings a year (the most recent of which was 

inquorate) have not provided the overview and strategic direction needed.  

• Governance and transparency at OPDC has been weak, especially in the period 2018/2019 

of the debacle over Housing Infrastructure Funding. This led to abortive expenditure and 

to a compromised Local Plan, over which legal questions remain. 

• Local Plan preparation post 2018 became an officer-led exercise with little oversight or 

direction by the OPDC Planning Committee (deemed by OPDC in recent years not to have 

such a role within its remit). 
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• The calibre of Board members at the OPDC (since a ‘refresh’ of its original membership in 

autumn 2018) has not commanded confidence locally. New members appointed in 2018 

are perceived neither as ‘industry experts’ nor as those with community links. Yet these 

members were re-appointed for second terms of 3 years.   

• The quality of communication and community engagement work undertaken by OPDC has 

never matched that of the better London Boroughs.  Suggestions for improving this have 

been made many times. Promises made for staff and/or financial support to local groups 

have never been honoured. 

In February 2021, OONF and other local residents associations sent to members of the OPDC 

Planning Committee a joint paper asking the committee to reject the proposed modifications to 

the OPDC Draft Local Plan.  We asked for a re-think of the OPDC’s approach to Old Oak in light of 

long-term impact of the pandemic and a changed patterns of commuter travel, home-working and 

office demand in London. This earlier paper (a ‘Plea to the OPDC Planning Committee’) included 

commentary on OPDC’s organisational culture, governance, and oversight of Local Plan 

preparation.  

This paper was copied at the time to then members of the Assembly’s Budget and Performance 

Committee and to Andrew Boff AM, Onkar Sahota AM, Nicky Gavron AM and Navin Shah AM.  A 

copy has been provided to the Planning and Regeneration support staff along with this 

memorandum of evidence.   

We have noted the content of the Kerslake Review, and the Mayor’s response to the review’s 

recommendations.  With an OPDC Local Plan about to be adopted (albeit an inadequate plan in 

our view) we think this a timely moment for the Mayor to reconsider the value provided by OPDC 

continuing as a MDC and separate part of the Mayoral family.   

Closer integration of OPDC’s housing delivery functions within GLA structures, and the reversion of 

planning powers to the Boroughs of Ealing, Hammersmith & Fulham, and Brent would (we 

suggest) offer a better way forward for the Old Oak and Park Royal area.   

It will be a further decade before Old Oak Common station will become fully operational.  In our 

view, such impact as the station will have as a ‘catalyst’ is more likely to be well planned and 

provided for by the three Boroughs, with their wider and integrated range of responsibilities for 

highways, transport and the provision of social and community needs within their geographic 

areas of responsibility. 

The material below sets out our reasoning for reaching these conclusions. 

2014/15 AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE OPDC 

At the time of public consultation on the establishment of a MDC for Old Oak and Park Royal, there 

was support for the creation of this new body from a number of local residents groups.  Many 

people felt that the three Borough Councils involved would find it hard to come up with an agreed 

masterplan for the area, and that the MDC model offered (potentially) a more coherent way 

forward. 

The Grand Union Alliance was formed at this time, as an over-arching network of community groups 

across the three Boroughs from which planning powers would  be taken over.  With support from 

Just Space, the London Tenants Federation, and the emerging Harlesden Neighbourhood Forum, this 
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network or ‘alliance’ held an important conference in 2014, bringing together local community 

organisations from the three boroughs and North Kensington. 

This event led in turn to conversations between existing residents associations in the Old Oak area, 

on the prospects for combining to establish an Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum and to prepare a 

neighbourhood plan for Old Oak. Several of these groups of residents starting meeting together as 

an ‘interim’ Old Oak neighbourhood forum.  Harlesden Neighbourhood Forum applied for 

designation from LB Brent and from OPDC (for the area around Willesden Junction). 

The OAPF for Old Oak and Park Royal was published by the Mayor of London in November 2015.  

While there were some questions over the scale of development envisaged, this ‘vision’ for a new 

part of London was seen at that time by many local people as having many positive features.  None 

disputed the idea that this part of London had a fragmented road network, large areas of underused 

land, and offered scope for well planned urban renewal. 

EARLY YEARS OF ‘ENGAGEMENT’ WITH THE OPDC 

The ’interim Old Oak neighbourhood forum’ began to meet regularly in 2016.  We took an active 

part in the OPDC consultation on its Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (February/March 2016).  At that 

time the dialogue with OPDC officers was felt to be genuine and meaningful.  There was optimism 

about a Local Plan that could be developed through joint working, along with ideas of using the 

neighbourhood planning framework to include existing residential areas on the OPDC border in 

North Hammersmith. 

One of the OPDC Board members appointed by the Mayor in 2015 (Amanda Souter) was also the 

Chair of the Wells House Road Residents Association in East Acton. This body and other RAs felt that 

they had some input at Board level. The then OPDC Chief Executive Victoria Hills would confer with 

Amanda Souter prior to each Board meeting.   

The submission from the Interim Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum on the Regulation 18 Draft Local 

Plan registered concerns that the 24,000 housing target set for the Old Oak part of the OPDC area 

was over ambitious and would lead to excessive high rise/high density housing.  The research 

background and origins of this housing target, as included in an annexe to the 2016 Further 

Alterations to the London Plan, was questioned.   

A 2017 study of Old Oak by Cambridge and Berkeley Universities concluded that there were better 

spatial planning solutions for the area at a total housing target closer to 18,000 new homes1.  The 

study commented that densities built into OPDC assumptions were more akin to residential densities 

in Shanghai or Hong Kong than the densest parts of London.  And that this was not a good way 

forward. 

Even in 2015/16, it was already becoming apparent that speculative developers had acquired sites in 

Scrubs Lane W10, adjacent to the landholding of Cargiant Ltd.  Cargiant and its development partner 

London & Regional Properties had embarked on a series of consultations on a masterplan for its 46 

acre site.  The interim forum (OONF) was involved in these sessions and there was a willingness by 

Cargiant and its team to take on board feedback from the local community.  Proposed housing 

numbers at the proposed ‘Old Oak Park’ masterplan were reduced in successive iterations, along 

with the planned number of tall buildings. 

 
1 old_oak_common_1.pdf (cam.ac.uk) 

https://www.arct.cam.ac.uk/system/files/old_oak_common_1.pdf


5 
 

A NEW MAYORALTY IN 2016 

Following the 2016 Mayoral and GLA elections, the new Mayor commissioned a review of the OPDC. 

Members of the Old Oak Interim Neighbourhood Forum gave written and oral evidence to Fiona 

Fletcher-Smith, author of the review.   

By this time OONF members were becoming concerned about the genuineness of OPDC 

commitments to meaningful community engagement.  These concerns were responded to in 

Recommendations 5D, 5E and 5G of the November 2016 Fiona Fletcher-Smith report to the Mayor2. 

During late 2016 and 2017 a series of planning applications came forward for residential towers in 

Scrubs Lane W10.  Similar proposals were submitted in North Acton, a part of the OPDC area for 

which OPDC Board chose at its first meeting in April 2015 to delegate to LB Ealing all decisions on 

planning applications.  

The reasons for this surrender of OPDC’s planning functions were never explained. This delegation 

arrangement became a growing public concern once it was clear that North Acton had become a 

focus of development interest in high density/high rise housing and student accommodation.  In the 

years 2015-22, it has been Ealing’s Planning Committee which has granted consents to much of the 

housing development in the OPDC area3. 

In Local Plan consultations, residents were concerned that early OPDC commitments to protect 

‘sensitive edges’ within different ‘places’ in the Draft OPDC Local Plan were being eroded, when it 

came to the determination of applications from developers.  Maps showing proposed density levels 

disappeared as the Draft Plan proceeded through successive stages.  The crucial schedule of specific 

site allocations and housing numbers gave no indication of resultant likely densities at each site, 

despite repeated requests at each of four versions of the Local Plan. 

Acton’s public found the ‘delegation’ arrangement for North Acton schemes confusing.  What was 

OPDC for as a separate development corporation, if it handed off decisions on these major (and 

unpopular) developments?  Until 2020, there was no evidence of involvement of OPDC officers in 

Ealing Planning Committee reports, on which consents were being granted under policies from an 

outdated LB Ealing 2012/13 development plan. 

OPDC’S DECISIONS ON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN APPLICATIONS 

OPDC’S website and Statement of Community Involvement has always expressed support for 

neighbourhood planning.  A small part of the Harlesden Neighbourhood Area, falling within the 

OPDC boundary, was designated by OPDC Planning Committee in November 2015. 

 
2 These recommendations from Fiona Fletcher-Smith were as below: 
5.D. The resulting vacancies on the Board should be used to recruit experts with property and 
commercial knowledge and experience – and preferably local knowledge also. 
5.E. Support for business and community Board members must be provided to enable them to 
properly represent their constituent groups. Other regular forums outside the Board and 
Planning Committee should be developed to allow the voice of business and the 
community to be heard and shape decision making.  
5.G. The OPDC should adopt innovative practice on community engagement in the preplanning and master 
planning process, ensuring that decisions, pre-app discussions and advice are as transparent as possible (our 
emphasis). 
3 See Authority Monitoring Reports from OPDC.  LB Ealing failed to publish an AMR between 2015 and 2021 
making it hard to obtain reliable figures on housing delivery within LBE’s part of the OPDC boundary.  OPDC 
projections need to take account of two consents in Scrubs Lane, North Hammersmith, which lapsed in 2021. 
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The designation application from the Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum, after a year of informal 

discussion with OPDC officers, was consulted on by OPDC in May/June 2017.  The application was for 

a 280 hectare area covering north Hammersmith and East Acton.  This included some significant 

residential areas on the edge of the OPDC boundary (the Old Oak Estate, College Park).  Despite 

strong support in consultation responses, OPDC chose to designate a small 22 hectare area in East 

Acton (the 2011 Localism Act requiring designation of at least part of the area applied for). 

A second designation application in 2021 to extend the approved neighbourhood area to include 

two sites in use as HS2 construction compounds was refused by OPDC in November 2021 other than 

for one small piece of land4. 

Both these applications had emphasised the potential for collaborative use of the neighbourhood 

planning framework, with joint working between planning authority and designated forum, to bring 

into force an initial set of site allocations and planning policies for Old Oak. Neighbourhood plans can 

be adopted faster than local plans, where there is such a collaborative approach.  

OONF continues to believe that regeneration at Old Oak in 2022 would now be further advanced 

(including on the Cargiant land) had OPDC been willing to work more openly and co-operatively, 

both with landowners and with local people.     

THE OPDC DRAFT LOCAL PLAN – A SUBJECT OF CONTINUING PUBLIC CONCERN 

The original timetable for preparation of an OPDC Local Plan, as set out in the 2015 OAPF, was for 

adoption to be in ‘Spring 2017’.  A first Regulation 19 version was consulted on in June to September 

2017.  This then required further work and a 19.2 Draft Local Plan was consulted on a year later in 

June/July 2018.  The Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum (OONF) and the St Quintin and Woodlands 

Neighbourhood Forum (StQW) commented in detail on both versions. 

This 19.2 version was then submitted to the Secretary of State as being ‘ready for independent 

examination’ in October 2018.   

The Examination of the Draft Local Plan ran from that date until April 1st 2022, when Planning 

Inspector Paul Clark submitted his report.  

A first round of Examination hearings took place in early 2019, at which OONF/StQW and the Grand 

Union Alliance gave evidence. In September 2019 the Inspector published his ‘interim findings’ 

concluding that the key part of the local plan for Old Oak North (the Cargiant landholding) was not 

viable and that the sites involved should be withdrawn from the Plan’s proposed site allocations. 

One of our most serious concerns about the OPDC’s track record relates to the key period of 

September/October 2018 until late 2019.  This period was investigated by the Assembly’s Budget 

and Performance Committee, in its report of January 20205 

This report concluded Although having spent £42.7 million to date, the Corporation has little to show 

for it. The north west London site remains almost exactly the same as five years ago. Given this is 

enough money to build 160 homes, Londoners who live in the area must be extremely frustrated. It is 

 
4 See OPDC website at https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/organisations-we-work/old-oak-and-park-royal-
development-corporation-opdc/planning/planning-policy-0/neighbourhood-planning/old-oak-neighbourhood-
area-and-forum 
5 The OPDC - Undelivered plans and the financial challenges of COVID-19.  Report of London Assembly Budget 
and Performance Committee January 2020. 
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something taxpayers should rightly be appalled by, and something the mayoralty needs to radically 

shake up or abolish. 

More specifically, the B&P Committee report stated as below (pages 10/11): “After a formal 

summons from this Committee, on 20 January 2020 the OPDC published its HIF Business Case 

submission to the MHCLG (HIF bid) and the 26 conditions to be satisfied for the receipt of the funding 

on the London.gov.uk website. The published HIF bid details revealed that the £250 million HIF 

funding was set to enable the development of 13,118 new homes, 4,784 (over a third) of which were 

to be delivered by the primary local landowner, Car Giant.  

“Despite being made responsible for the delivery of over a third of the new homes included in the 

plan, it has emerged that at the time the bid was submitted there was clear evidence that Car 

Giant had no appetite to develop its land in this way (our emphasis). On 21 September 2018, just 11 

days after the HIF bid was submitted by the OPDC, Car Giant wrote to the OPDC to inform it that they 

were formally objecting to the OPDC HIF bid. A copy of this letter was shared with the Committee by 

Car Giant. In the Budget and Performance Committee meeting on 14 October 2020, David Lunts, 

Interim Chief Executive Officer for the OPDC confirmed that “it was, frankly, an error for the OPDC at 

the time [of the HIF bid] to claim that Car Giant was still supportive when clearly it was no longer 

supportive.” 

We see this episode as a major failure of OPD governance.  At the time of the Budget and 

Performance Committee’s investigation in 2020, most of the focus was on the abortive expenditure 

incurred by OPDC between September 2018 and September 2019. During this period OPDC knew 

(but did not admit to Assembly members or to the public) that the prospects of meeting the MHCLG 

conditions for release of £250m of Housing Infrastructure Funding were very slim. 

Our concerns as local residents are not only about the abortive expenditure incurred by OPDC. To us, 

this episode demonstrates the inherent conflict of interest between the ‘delivery arm’ and the 

‘planning arm’ of the Corporation.  Following representations made to the OPDC Chair by the St 

Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Forum, the OPDC Board in May 2021 adopted a Local 

Planning Authority and Delivery Agent Protocol for Staff, seeking to ensure greater clarity of roles6. 

We also believe that this episode fundamentally compromised the Examination of the Local Plan, 

from the date of 19.2 Draft Plan’s submission to the Secretary of State in October 2018.   

On the basis of the evidence in the Budget and Performance Committee report (including the 21st 

September 2018 letter from Cargiant as yet unpublished) OONF/StQW made extensive submissions 

to the Planning Inspector that the OPDC Board knowingly submitted a Draft Local Plan which the 

Corporation knew was not in reality ‘ready for independent examination’7. 

 
6 This protocol was adopted by the OPDC Board on 30 May 2019.  While a public document at the time, the 
link to the code on the OPDC web page on Governance documents now requires a staff login. 
7 Section 20(2) of the PCPA 2004 states (2) But the authority must not submit such a document unless— 
(a)they have complied with any relevant requirements contained in regulations under this Part, and 
(b)they think the document is ready for independent examination. 
The OONF submission to the Inspector on this subject is on the Examination Library on the OPDC website at 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mm_rep-117-
002_oonf_and_stqw_submissions_request_for_hearings.pdf. 
The Inspector responded that it is not within his remit to investigate the behaviour of the OPDC Board in 
deciding on 28th September 2018 to submit its Regulation 19.2 Draft Local Plan as being ‘ready for independent 
examination’.  See at https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/id-
43_note_from_inspector_on_consideration_of_representations_on_the_modifications.pdf 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mm_rep-117-002_oonf_and_stqw_submissions_request_for_hearings.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mm_rep-117-002_oonf_and_stqw_submissions_request_for_hearings.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/id-43_note_from_inspector_on_consideration_of_representations_on_the_modifications.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/id-43_note_from_inspector_on_consideration_of_representations_on_the_modifications.pdf
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The consequence of this action by OPDC has been a subsequent period of ‘modification’ of a Local 

Plan that ran from September 2019 to April 2022, a further two and a half years.  

The Examination has taken three and half years in all. While not entirely unprecedented, this is 

unusual for London planning authority. The Planning Inspector has required 464 Major Modifications 

to be made, if the Plan is to be found to be sound and adopted by OPDC Board (expected to happen 

on June 22nd). The Inspector has acknowledged that these modifications have been ‘extensive’ and a 

‘rewrite’.  There has been detailed correspondence with the Inspector on whether the examination 

became an exercise of ‘replacement’ or ‘revision’ of a local plan, a process for which the PCPA 2004 

does not provide8.  

The Inspector’s considered views on the legal questions raised by the OONF and StQW Forums are 

set out in his final report of April 1st 2022.  On whether the submission version of the Draft Plan was 

ready for independent examination, he argues that It is no part of my remit to examine whether the 

local authority complied with s20(2) of the Act and so, I have not done so and I do not report on that 

matter.  On the extent of modification, he has argued, there is a court judgement which confirms 

that “there is no limitation in the statutory language preventing a “rewrite” of the local plan 

(whatever that language might mean, when any change is a rewrite)”and so, I do not take the view 

that the extent of the Modifications renders the Plan unlawful.   

OONF and StQW take the view that if both these interpretations of the 2004 PCPA are correct, this 

means that a planning authority can consult on and submit a draft Local Plan in the knowledge that 

it can be fundamentally changed during the course of a multi-year Examination (as has been the case 

in this instance).  And that furthermore an Inspector as an individual can make as many 

modifications to the Local Plan as s/he wishes, with no statutory limit whatsoever, provided that the 

planning authority request such modifications.  The effect is one of a revised Local Plan, several 

years post submission.   

If it is not the role of a Planning Inspector to check whether the PCPA 2004 S20(2) requirement is 

met (that a local plan should be submitted only when the planning authority has an honest belief 

that it is ‘ready for independent examination’) we struggle to see who else is meant to make this 

assessment?    

We do not believe that these interpretations by the Inspector can be right. But we are very aware 

that judicial challenges to a Local Plan are rare given that a Court would see such matters as 

‘planning judgments’ and be reluctant to interfere.   

Following representations from OONF/StQW and the Grand Union Alliance, the Inspector agreed to 

hold two further days of EIP hearings on January 11th and 12th 2022.  One of these was on the subject 

of conformity of the Post Submission Modified Draft Local Plan with Policy D9 on Tall Buildings. This 

was a new policy included in the 2021 London Plan and one modified and strengthened by a 

Direction from the Secretary of State in December 2020.  Much of the work of ‘post submission 

modification’ by OPDC officers had taken place prior to new London Plan coming into force in March 

2021. 

 
8 The Inspectorate Guide to Local Plan Examinations includes the following statements 1.4. Once the plan has 
been submitted, further changes may only be made in accordance with section 23 of the PCPA.  This allows 
main modifications [MMs] to be made only if they are necessary to make the plan sound and/or legally 
compliant, provided that the LPA has formally requested that such modifications be recommended by the 
Inspector. 1.5. There is no provision in the legislation which allows the LPA to replace all or part of the 
submitted plan with a revised plan during the examination. 
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Following discussion at the 11th January 2022 EIP session Inspector Paul Clark required OPDC officers 

to draft further modifications to ensure conformity with London Plan Policy D9.  These further 

changes were submitted to him by OPDC on 26th January 20229.  Despite this set of ‘modifications’ 

being the first time when OPDC has defined ‘appropriate heights’ for tall buildings at a series of 

locations, the Inspector rejected calls for a final round of public consultation on these very late 

amendments to the Plan10.  

CHANGING COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS ON OPDC’S ‘ENGAGEMENT’ WITH LOCAL PEOPLE 

Since 2017, relationships between the Old Oak Neighbourhood Forum and the OPDC have become 

adversarial, after an initial two years of what felt like meaningful dialogue.  This has happened 

because we see the final 2022 version of the Local Plan as a seriously flawed and incoherent spatial 

plan for a new part of London.   

Fundamental requirements for improved road connectivity within the OPDC area, bridging the divide 

between Hammersmith and Acton, have not been resolved. Earlier proposals for new public 

transport infrastructure (in the form of new Overground stations) have fallen by the wayside. The 

site allocations for new housing are at ‘hyper-density’ levels crammed onto available sites, with 

excessive building heights. 

We recognise that the Development Corporation has had a very challenging task, given lack of 

Government funding for infrastructure. Having failed to make use of the £250m of HIF grant 

conditionally awarded in March 2019, OPDC awaits the Government’s response to an updated 

‘Strategic Outline Business Case’. This funding bid has yet to be made public but is understood to 

have been submitted ‘informally’ to Government departments in December 2021.  

The OPDC Chair and Chief Executive have repeatedly assured Assembly members that there is a high 

expectation of Government infrastructure funds becoming available to underpin the Local Plan11.   It 

is not clear to us at what moment the Government will be make further announcements on 

infrastructure spending.   

Meanwhile our own members are more in sympathy with the views of the Planning and 

Regeneration Committee on the subject of tall buildings, as communicated by Andrew Boff AM to all 

London councillors. We live in hope that the 1990-2020 phase of tall buildings in the capital has 

peaked, for a whole range of reasons including the whole-life carbon impact of this building 

typology.  

The 2022 survey of London’s tall buildings (carried out by New London Architecture) shows a fall in 

applications and completions, but a rise in permissions granted. 

This concludes our evidence to the Assembly’s Planning and Regeneration Committee 
 
 
Oak Neighbourhood Forum   Henry Peterson   May 8th 2020 

 
9 See document OPDC-51 at https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/opdc-
51_tall_building_heights_proposed_modifications.pdf 
10 The Planning Inspectorate Guide to Local Plan Modifications states 6.7. All proposed MMs must be subject to 
public consultation and, where necessary, SA and HRA before the Inspector can make recommendations on 
them.   
11 See e.g. Transcript of London Assembly Budget and Performance Committee - Wednesday, 8 December 
2021 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/opdc-51_tall_building_heights_proposed_modifications.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/opdc-51_tall_building_heights_proposed_modifications.pdf

