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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

Opportunity areas and their planning frameworks are currently one of 
the main forces driving development in Greater London. In this context, 
intensive developments and speculation are resulting in rising land prices. 
This, in addition to the shift from state-led to private or public-private 
developments, where social infrastructure is now being provided to a 
large extent by private developers, is having a direct impact on the way in 
which land values are monetised and distributed among local councils and 
communities in London. 

This report aims to present an overview of how community groups in 
three opportunity areas within London are currently engaging with 
their planning and development and as a result, with land value capture 
processes. This document is the result of interviews with key community 
groups - referenced throughout the document - as well as attending 
community group meetings, engaging with the community on social media, 
and on-site ethnographic research. 

In order to provide a wider context, the concepts of opportunity areas 
and land value capture will be examined and analysed in the first section 
of the report. In the following sections, we will provide an analysis of 
the main actors benefiting from opportunity areas, as well as the specific 
experiences of local community groups when engaging with land value 
capture processes in the context of opportunity areas. Finally, based on 
these findings, we will conclude with a set of policy suggestions aimed at 
improving communities’ engagement with land value capture processes and 
promoting a more equitable and just urban development in the UK. 
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This report was prepared as part of the Masters module ‘Community 
Participation in City Strategies’ at University College London (UCL), run by 
Prof Jennifer Robinson (Department of Geography), Prof Michael Edwards 
(Bartlett School of Planning), and representatives of Just Space, ‘an informal 
alliance of community groups, campaigns and concerned independent 
organisations’ which acts ‘as a voice for Londoners at grass-roots level’. 

justspace.org.uk
ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/planning/
geog.ucl.ac.uk

About Just Space:

Just Space is an informal alliance of local and london-wide metropolitan 
groups campaigning on planning issues – housing, transport, services, 
environment, rights of minorities but especially of working class and low-
income groups. Activists and groups support each other in influencing 
formal plans and policies at scales ranging from metropolitan, through 
municipal to local.
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This report was compiled through interviews and correspondence with the 
following organisations, as well as attending community group meetings, 
engaging with the community on social media, and on-site ethnographic 
research.

Lewisham, Catford and New Cross Opportunity Area

Rural Urban Synthesis Society 

Formed in 2009 in South East London, the Rural Urban Synthesis Society 
(RUSS) is a volunteer-led community land trust harbouring the ethos of 
creating sustainable neighbourhoods and genuinely affordable homes. Their 
mission is to reduce communities’ dependence on fossil fuels, increase food 
security, encourage biodiversity and providing affordable housing for all 
Londoners.

1
METHODOLOGIES



New Cross Gate Trust

The New Cross Gate Trust (NXG Trust) provides opportunities to locals of 
all walks of life. Their mandate is to build a community in the New Cross 
Gate area that is inclusive, confident and ambitious for the area, including 
supporting other local charities and community groups to deliver a wide 
range of services such as training and development support. 

Deptford Neighbourhood Action

Deptford Neighbourhood Action (DNA) is a neighbourhood forum that 
seeks to promote and improve the social, economic and environmental well-
being for its residents and businesses in its boundary area between Lewisham 
and Greenwich. 
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The Archibald Corbett Society

The Archibald Corbett Society aims to preserve and regenerate the Corbett 
Estate area in Lewisham for it to be acknowledged and recognised by the 
Lewisham Council as being of both social and historical importance to its 
community. This includes all residents and tenants to recognise the Corbett 
Estate in totality as an area of special local character and townscape merit.

Upper Lea Valley Opportunity Area

St Ann’s Regeneration Trust (StART)

StART is a group of residents and workers from the Haringey area who want 
to acquire and redevelop the St. Ann’s Hospital site as a Community Land 
Trust, providing truly affordable homes and health and wellbeing facilities 
for the community.



Haringey Defend Council Housing 

Residents group from threatened estates and housing campaigners that aims 
to prevent the demolition of housing estates, protect social rent prices and 
demands the consultation of housing projects with residents, as well as to 
make them part of the decision-making process of these.

Residents of Edmonton Angel Community Together (R.E.A.C.T.)

Community-based organisation representing more than 3,000 households 
in Upper Edmonton. It aims to work with the Meridian Water partners in 
enabling a strategic improvement in the living standards of their existing 
community, including better housing, cleaner environment and greater 
opportunities for Upper Edmonton. Their objective is to encourage the 
community to campaign for a Community Infrastructure Levy for this 
development.
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Vauxhall and Nine Elms Opportunity Area

Kennington, Oval and Vauxhall Forum

KOV Forum is a non-political umbrella group bringing together local 
community organisations, businesses and residents in the North Lambeth 
area between Lambeth Road, Kennington Park Road, Camberwell New 
Road, Harleyford Road and the River Thames. They hold public meetings for 
everyone in the community about proposals for that area and enable member 
organisations to act together for the benefit of the community.

Battersea Power Station Company 

The Battersea Power Station Company Limited is a development trust, founded 
by members of Battersea Power Station Community Group. The Directors of 
the Company see the need for a dedicated organisation to be responsible for 
the conservation of Battersea Power Station and the regeneration of the area. 



Battersea Society

The Battersea Society was founded in 1970 to keep an eye on all developments 
taking place in Battersea and to make objections to the council when necessary. 

Our City.London

Investigative journalist George Turner started OurCity.London to explore 
the political economy of development in London. Through a series of 
investigations he aims to tell the story of the changing city. 
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2
OPPORTUNITY
AREAS &
LAND VALUE 
CAPTURE -
AN OVERVIEW

This section aims to provide a contextual framework for the discussion in the 
following chapters. 

Opportunity Areas (OAs), as the primary manifestation of urbanisation 
in Greater London at present, are contextualised within the history of 
urbanisation policy in post-war Britain. 

Land Value Capture (LVC) refers to a set of mechanisms used to collectivise 
the increase in land values that arise because of public infrastructure 
investment or private development.1 

This report will demonstrate the current shortcoming of LVC in London 
and how property and/or land value increases can be harnessed for more 
equitable urban development.

2.1 From post-war municipalism to Opportunity Areas: contextualising 
Opportunity Areas in the recent history of urban development in London

The Opportunity Area Planning Framework, which specifies high-density 
development around public transportation nodes, is the most recent 
manifestation in policy of London’s urban development, and is the product 
of specific political and economic conditions. London’s agglomerative 
urbanisation – expanding incrementally into the surrounding countryside 
– largely came to an end during the Second World War, with the expansion 
of the Metropolitan Green Belt around London’s built-up territory. This 
was the beginning of a long period – until the 1980s-90s – of consistent 
population decline, largely a result of inner-city slum-clearance policies and 
the construction of New Towns in the home counties and further afield. 



Corresponding to these changes in supply and demand, land values failed 
to rise much more than inflation in this period, and it was assumed that 
the population density of new developments in London would continue to 
decline. The urban development of London for the first three decades in 
the post-war period was typically large-scale and state-led, made possible 
through a powerful welfare state and Keynesian economic policy.2 

Much of the 20th century’s physical environment was provided by the public 
sector, and used for publicly funded not-for-profit community services 
and activities – a relatively secure model of public service provision that is 
much less familiar today. This all changed alongside wider economic and 
political reforms from the 1980s, when public-private partnerships and 
market-led urban regeneration began to become the dominant form of 
urban development.3 The London Docklands Development Corporation 
(1981-1998) was a key actor in these decades, setting a precedent for ‘city 
branding’ strategies and the marketisation of urban development – putting 
property and land values at the centre of the success of urban development 
programmes. Since the turn of the millennium, the role of public sector 
bodies has been broadly re-conceived as being to build partnerships with 
private companies and corporations to achieve goals that are realistic within 
a market-led, for-profit framework.4 One of the most significant changes 
that has reduced governmental ability to implement large-scale planning has 
been the increase in value demanded in Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) 
negotiations.5
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Public acquisition of private land was essential to the New-Town development 
model, and the LDDC’s success was dependent on its being granted vast tracts 
of former docks and surrounding facilities. In these cases, the creation of land 
values by public authorities was seen to be an indicator of their success, and a 
source of funds for maintenance and the provision of services.6 Contemporary 
urban development in OAs, and more widely, no longer has access to such 
mechanisms of value capture given the prevalence of private tenure. As a 
result, existing landowners, property developers and private rentiers tend to 
become the financial beneficiaries of publicly-funded schemes.

Density Debate

The policy shifts which occurred in the 1980s and 1990s were part of 
a dramatic U-turn in housing density assumptions in development 
proposals. This can be summed up by looking at the changing 
explanations of inner-city housing demolition programmes: in the 
1980s and 1990s, the replacement of public housing estates with 
suburban housing was legitimated by the argument that their density 
was too high and was conducive of antisocial behaviour etc. Since 2012 
however, the replacement of the same typology of inner-city housing 
estates with market-led high-density development has been legitimated 
by the argument that their density was too low. The underlying 
reasoning for the consistent pressure for the demolition of social 
housing estates remains the same, however – that there is little political 
will for social welfare policies, of which council housing remains a 
significant, physical manifestation.
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practices in high-density ‘brownfield’ development, and was responsible 
for the introduction of levy agreements for community infrastructure and 
affordable housing as part of larger private developments (see box, and 
below).

Since 1990, the partnership model of urbanisation has become instituted as 
integral to the logic of policy and governance, with the only way for local 
authorities to gain from new developments and fund the construction 
of local public services (bar increased council tax revenue) being two key 
mechanisms: Section 106 agreements (S106, see box, and below); and the 
more recent Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL, see below).

With large-scale local government cuts in place since the general election 
of 2010, councils have been hard-pressed to continue running many basic 
services, exacerbating an already serious issue of public service funding. Land 
Value Capture (LVC) mechanisms are used as a way of reducing the intense 
budgetary pressures placed on London’s borough councils at present. This 
report argues that CIL and S106 are both inadequate forms of LVC, a term 
referring to mechanisms that collect increases in land values for public good, 
which includes those that arise in catchment areas of public infrastructure 
projects.

London’s relative economic strength leading to rising levels of migration 
nationally and internationally, strict Green-Belt legislation, and a resultant 
shortage of homes, have led to the value of land increasing rapidly and 
continuously since 2000. 
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This, and the reversal of the density trend from extensive development (new 
town and suburban) to intensive development (around public transport 
links) has led to a complete paradigm shift in urban development in London 
compared with the post-war period. Currently, high-density brownfield 
developments with good access to public transportation are the only form 
of mass housing in London for which there is a political will to be catered 
to in planning policy. Development is accordingly concentrated around 
new and rebuilt nodes at which greater density can be accommodated. This 
widespread and influential agreement is manifested in policy in the OAPF.

Planning Legislation History

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Brownfield Development
Amongst other things, this act was significant for introducing S106 
agreements, see below and section 2.5. These allow for the negotiation 
of developers’ contributions to the strengthening of public services 
impacted by their developments appropriately, but it is spread very 
thinly, and at times is used up entirely on building appropriate 
transport infrastructure.

Localism Act 2011 - Neighbourhood Plans
The Localism Act was established by the Conservative-Liberal 
Democrat coalition government with the purpose of bringing 
communities together to come up with a shared vision of community 
development. Key policies include the abolition of Regional Spatial 
Strategies and housing targets, limited third-party rights of appeal, and 
new neighbourhood plans. 
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These give local people powers to decide how they want their local 
neighbourhood to develop, and is the primary mechanism through 
which so-called ‘bottom-up’ community input is to be made. In 
areas without parishes, generally urban, the responsibility lies within 
neighbourhood forums. The forums draw up policies for development 
and use of land in their designated area. These policies must conform 
with the Local Plan – the key planning document for the local area 
setting out the framework for future development. Many argue that the 
decentralisation of governance in the decision-making process of the 
planning system can result in the marginalisation of minorities.  

National Planning Policy Framework 2012
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) consolidates central 
government statements. Presumption is in favour of development 
where an adopted local plan is not in place. The ‘duty to cooperate’ 
is used across local governments to address demonstrable housing 
need. Even though sustainable development is the main objective of 
the NPPF, it is currently subordinated to financial viability. This has 
been formalised through viability assessments with legislative force – 
further complexifying the already difficult relationship between local 
authorities, communities and developers (see below).
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2.2 Opportunity Areas in London: Policy Context and Critique

Opportunity Areas (OAs) are areas of London designated as having significant 
capacity for development, primarily high-density housing and commercial 
use. They mainly contain post-industrial brownfield land with good or 
improvable rail connections (e.g. Upper Lea Valley and Crossrail 2). Typically 
they can accommodate at least 5,000 jobs, 2,500 new homes or a combination 
of the two, along with other supporting facilities and infrastructure. There 
are currently 37 existing and proposed OAs in London.

Map of London’s current OAs. Arrows show the three main OAs used in our research. Source: Terence O’Rourke

Opportunity areas are the capital’s major reservoir 
of brownfield land with significant capacity to 
accommodate new housing, commercial and 
other development linked to existing or potential 
improvements to public transport accessibility.

- London Plan, p 667

Development proposals within opportunity areas 
and intensification areas should … (b) seek to 
optimise residential and non-residential output 
and densities, provide necessary social and other 
infrastructure to sustain growth, and, where 
appropriate, contain a mix of uses.

- London Plan, p 658
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which are smaller built-up areas (such as Paddington) which have been 
designated primarily due to having a surplus of public-transport capacity on 
existing lines10.

In addition to post-industrial land, OAs often contain large areas of social 
housing. Since the widespread categorisation of social housing estates as 
‘brownfield land’ in the Housing Bill of 2016, there is increasing political will 
for ‘estate densification’ through the construction of additional stories, filling 
in green space or wholesale demolition and rebuild. This has already begun 
to result in the eviction and relocation of social tenants, termed by critics as 
the ‘social cleansing’ of neighbourhoods.11

There is a significant correlation between the creation of OAs and the 
planning of new transportation links.12 OAs can be seen to act as a medium 
through which the strategic planning expertise and political vision of the 
Greater London Authority and Transport for London are brought together. 
Two examples of this include the Upper Lea Valley OA – a very large OA 
straddling four boroughs and centred around the proposed route of Crossrail 
2 – and the Old Kent Road OA, which may well have been put in place to 
supplement one proposed route of the Bakerloo line extension(along the Old 
Kent Road) to provide a proposed 2,500 homes minimum and 1,000 jobs.13 
As such, were the Bakerloo line extension to be routed via Camberwell and 
Peckham instead of down the Old Kent Road, this would likely jeopardise 
the success of the Old Kent Road OA significantly. OAs play an important 
role within London’s planning as a mechanism for the maximisation of the 
potential capacity of planned infrastructure through the redevelopment of 
the locales of new and rebuilt stations.
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In some large urban regeneration projects, developers are required to fund 
the transport infrastructure, which comes from S106/CIL, reducing the 
ability to levy funds to deliver other facilities. As well as having an impact 
on the inclusivity of these developments, this furthermore leads to inefficient 
non-joined-up transport development, costing the public far more in the 
long run, and only providing benefit to the users of the development. While 
the OAPF seeks to capitalise on strategic links to create a connected city, this 
is very often at the expense of quality links at a local level. As such, there is 
a wide gap between schematic ideas (seen in the emphasis on connectivity 
maps on the main OA website)14 and local reality; all too often property-led 
development creates a city that is fragmented. A case-in-point is the Northern 
Line Extension from Kennington to Battersea as part of the Vauxhall Nine 
Elms & Battersea OA. The relative cost of extending the line to interchange 
at Clapham Junction is relatively small compared to constructing a later 
extension, but this is financially unfeasible given the strict funding of the line 
by the developer. The root problem of such non-joined up planning is the 
naïve attempt of politicians and planners to base urban development on the 
principles of market demand.15

Northern Line extension to Battersea (dotted black and white). Source: Transport for London
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undemocratic form of planning; this is evidenced throughout this report 
in community groups’ lack of knowledge about the mechanism, and more 
generally in the widespread sentiment that there is a lack of appropriate, 
truly affordable housing constructed for the needs of people on ordinary 
wages. A particular problem is the inadequate provision of family housing 
– an issue linked to the use of ‘homes’ as an output measure by OAs rather 
than adequately addressing the needs of local populations, as well as the 
ability of property developers to gain a higher profit margin from the sale 
of smaller homes.16 At heart, these issues stem from a democratic issue with 
relation between local authorities and strategic governance; while there is 
at least a political structure in place to, in theory, allow for neighbourhood 
forums to have a voice to represent their constituents to their respective local 
councils, our research found no evidence of even a superficial link between 
community groups and London-wide strategic planning – the vast majority 
of groups were unaware of the existence or influence of the OAPF, let alone 
have a voice over it.

2.3 What Makes Land Value Rise?

Land does not have intrinsic value. Instead, the value of land is societally 
determined by the economic demand for its attributes. According to a 2014 
report for the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy: ‘Land value is determined by 
a number of factors, including (1) public investments in infrastructure and 
social services; (2) changes in land use regulations; (3) population growth 
and economic development; (4) private investments that increase land value; 
and (5) the original productivity of the land’.17
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Neoclassical economic theory asserts that ‘any excessive rise in land prices 
is due to use/building controls that inhibit the efficient operation of basic 
supply/demand dynamics.’18 Furthermore, orthodox economists claim the 
primary barrier to adequate housing is excessive regulation. Therefore, 
they claim, to combat rent and excessive property-price increases, cities 
must reduce excessive regulation, amend zoning laws, eliminating building 
restrictions, and reduce requirements that interfere with the mechanisms of 
the market.19

In actuality, the affordability crisis and explanation for excessive property 
increases is far more complex. Simple supply and demand theories don’t 
account for the complex and variegated nature of the property market22. A 
confluence of three factors can help us to understand why property prices 
have been excessively increasing: (1) widening income disparities; (2) the 
treatment of land and property as a commodity to be invested; (3) the 
ability of developers to extract excess profit.20 Furthermore, in global and 
economically prosperous cities such as London, land is generally viewed as a 
safe and lucrative investment. Given this, speculative investors – often from 
overseas – will purchase properties and/or undeveloped land with the hopes 
that land values will rise. This speculative investment further drives up the 
cost of property.21 Thus, the paradox of the urban land market is ‘not an 
absolute shortage of available land, but a constriction in available land as 
many speculators hold out for higher prices.’22 Instead of reducing the cost of 
property, easing regulations is likely to increase speculative investment into 
the production of property for higher-income segments of the population, 
which will further fuel inflation and land/property prices. In order to 
reverse this trend, there needs to be a reduction in income inequality, higher 
taxation of financial profits and a major increase in public-sector support for 
alternative models of development.23
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London currently faces an acute shortage of housing and an ongoing fiscal 
crisis at the municipal level. In response, there has been increasing discussion 
about how to best capture land value increments for public benefit – a topic 
of great interest among academics and practitioners of local public finance.24 
This is especially important as investment in public services significantly 
increase property and/or land values.

‘In the fields of urban public finance and international 
development, the concept of land value capture (LVC) has 
become a standard argument for implementing or reforming 
taxes based on land. Often the value of privately held land 
increases as a result of public investments in infrastructure, 
publicly approved changes in land use, or broader changes in 
the community such as population growth. Proponents of LVC 
argue that governments should use taxes and fees to collect some 
share of this increase in value for public purposes, including 
funding infrastructure and service improvements.’

- Lawrence C. Walters, 2011

‘The unearned increment resulting from the rise in land values 
resulting from change in use of land, from public investment 
or decision, or due to the general growth of the community 
must be subject to appropriate recapture by public bodies (the 
community).’

- United Nations, 1976
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The concept of Land Value Capture (LVC) lacks a uniform and/or universally 
agreed definition, but for the purposes of this report, LVC will refer to how and 
by whom value is captured in a city with escalating land and property prices. 
Without mechanisms in place to capture value, beneficiaries of escalating 
land and property prices are predominately private developers, landowners, 
financial institutions and the rentier class.25

One form of LVC that has been been increasingly discussed in London 
is the land value tax (LVT). In 2016, the London Assembly proposed the 
establishment of a LVT as a possible way to incentive the creation of over 
20,000 new homes in the capital.26 Earlier this year, Mayor Khan has vocalised 
support for the proposal.27 

The origins of capturing land value to benefit the greater good can be traced 
to Adam Smith in the 18th century.28 The 19th century economist, Henry 
George, notably contended: ‘Increases in the value of land should accrue to 
society as a whole and not to individual owners’.29 While George’s economic 
philosophy didn’t actualise in practice, attention to LVC has increased in 
recent years due to the decline in revenue from traditional public funding 
sources and the rapid increases in urban population who demand housing, 
transport and large investments in public infrastructure.30 Proponents of LVC 
argue that governments should use taxes and fees to collect some share of this 
increase in value for public purposes, including funding infrastructure and 
service improvements. According to Harvard Professor of Urban Planning, 
Susan Fainstein, there is a strong relationship between capturing land value 
and urban equity.31 Since investment in public services generates significant 
positive externalities, it is not efficient or ethical for only a small group to 
benefit at the expense of the many.
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Over the last century, a wide range of mechanisms have been used both in the 
UK and internationally in an attempt to capture unearned increment in land 
values and more equitably distribute wealth to local populations. According 
to Professor David Amborski of Ryerson University, Toronto, LVC tools can 
be categorised as macro tools (such as land banking, public land leasing), 
direct tools (such as development charges and density bonuses), and indirect 
tools (such as TIF and public/private partnerships).32 Some of the instruments 
used to more equitably capture and distribute value, including public land 
leasing, tax increment financing (TIF), and land value taxes (LVT), are 
discussed below.

2.5.1 London

In London, the primary existing LVC mechanism is the use of planning 
obligations, which are called S106 agreements. These are negotiated between 
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) and developers with an aim to ensure that 
developers mitigate the negative impacts of development through financial 
contributions.33 As subsequent sections show, S106 negotiations are typically 
shrouded in confidentiality without any clear accountability or monitoring. 
They also do not typically meet the needs of local community groups 
adequately. 

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a relatively recent attempt to 
partially replace S106 with a more transparent and predictable mechanism. It 
was first introduced in the Planning Act of 2008, but began being implemented 
6 April 2010 through the Community Infrastructure Regulations.34 
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CIL is a charge on the developer that local councils can use to provide 
infrastructure, transport and social infrastructure (parks, libraries, schools). 

A significant change in policy regarding land development in recent years has 
been the focus on ‘deliverability’ that came with the implementation of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)35 in 2012. A key requirement 
of the NPPF is that development must be considered ‘economically viable’ 
and developers must achieve ‘competitive returns’.36 This pro-development 
framework has incentivized developers to overstate estimates of land value 
to argue that the inclusion of social infrastructure in a development project 
threatens the plan’s profitability. A central issue of this model is that councils 
must rely on developments to determine what they can afford. 

A report published earlier this year concluded this framework leads to a 
reduction in the level of affordable housing, further inflation of land values 
and, in effect, a transfer of risk from the developer to the community. The 
report, entitled Viability and the Planning System: The Relationship between 
Economic Viability Testing, Land Values and Affordable Housing in London 
concluded that ‘the cumulative changes to planning policies since 2012, as 
operated in practice, have had the effect of shifting the balance of power 
between developers, landowners and community with the result that 
landowners have been the primary beneficiaries, to the detriment of the 
delivery of policy compliant development’.37 
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Over the past century, many nations, regions and cities have experimented 
with methods to more efficiently and equitably capture land value increments. 
Given the scope and breadth of possibilities available, this section will not be 
able to provide a comprehensive review of international LVC tools, but will 
instead highlight a few noteworthy examples, including public land leasing, 
LVT, tax increment financing (TIF), development charges, and public-private 
partnerships (PPPs). 

Public Land Leasing: Susan Fainstein argues that public ownership of land 
‘offers the greatest potential for achieving equity through land development’.38 
While this solution might be theoretically straightforward, the conversion 
of privately held land is complex and politically challenging, especially in 
cities such as London where speculative development is highly profitable. 
Amsterdam is an example of how a city with a capitalist economy can maintain 
a strong commitment to publicly owned land. The land lease system was 
introduced in Amsterdam in 1895.39 At that time, the government already 
owned a sizable portion of land, but purchased the rest of the available land 
at market prices. Land was then pooled and distributed according to desired 
function. Today, land being used for social accommodation – social housing, 
hospitals, community facilities – is leased at low rents. For profitable values, 
rent is calculated based on expected returns. Today, 85% of land in Amsterdam 
is owned by municipalities and leased for 50 year periods. The results of this 
system are highly egalitarian in Amsterdam; social housing is integrated 
throughout the city, slums and speculative development are virtually non-
existent, public space is plentiful and citizenship engagement is high.40
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While Fainstein argues that public ownership and public leasing of land is an 
aspirational policy for development equity, in practice such a broad macro-
scale intervention would be exceedingly challenging to institute in London 
and the United Kingdom. Additionally, public land leasing ‘without proper 
public oversight could open the door for government rent-seeking behavior 
or malfeasance’.41 Other international, potentially more short-term tools for 
LVC include: development charges, betterment fees, density bonuses, tax 
increment financing (TIF) and the introduction of LVT. 

Land Value Tax: As briefly mentioned in the previous section, Land Value Tax 
(LVT) is recently growing in popularity in London. In its purest form, LVT 
places a tax the value of land and ignores assets and other developments built 
atop the land. Proponents of LVT claim that it’s an efficient tax that will spur 
development, which in turn will increase housing supply and lower property 
costs.42 Yet, despite growing support in London, LVT presents a number of 
practical, administrative and potentially costly challenges that could harm 
households who are asset-rich but cash-poor. Detractors claim that LVT 
would not contribute to wealth distribution. Instead, many detractors of LVT 
propose the introduction of progressive property taxes instead.43

Tax Increment Financing (TIF): This is a mechanism against anticipated 
increases in property taxes for the financing of current infrastructure projects. 
In a TIF district, property taxes are frozen for a given number of years. This 
means that funds are not available for schools, housing, libraries, or mass 
transit until property prices in given area increase.
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which otherwise would remain derelict.44 Critics claim that TIFs speculate 
on successful developments and risk the wellbeing of the community by 
freezing the funding of public services with the hopes of greater funding 
in the future. TIF is widely used in the United States, notably in the city of 
Chicago, to varying degrees of success. 

Development Charges: These are one-time fees paid to municipalities by 
developers at the time a building permit is issued to build new or expanding 
infrastructure. The fees collected are used to cover the cost of expanding 
services that will be required following growth. They can contribute to new 
services such as libraries or schools, or to the construction of new road and 
sewage systems. In cities such as Boston and San Francisco, commercial 
developers must pay linkage or right to build fees. Proponents say that linkage 
fees and development charges can limit the profitability of development. 
Given that fees are only collected on a project-by-project basis, the impact of 
linkage on overall development and value capture can be quite small. They 
do limit developer profits, but do not restrict speculative development.45 The 
British S106/CIL system is a variant of the US development charge. 

Public-Private Partnerships (PPP): According to the World Bank, a PPP 
is a ‘contract between a governmental body and a private entity, most often 
a corporation, to provide some public benefit, either an asset or a service’.46 
Models of PPPs differ significantly depending on the contractual agreement 
between the private entity and governmental body, but all models to aim 
to optimise the knowledge from both sectors. Proponents claim PPPs, and 
the related Private Finance Initiatives, allow for the most efficient and cost-
effective infrastructure development and transfer a significant amount of risk 
to the private sector for the provision of new services.
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Detractors worry that PPPs involve an increased number of transactions and 
high capital costs. Additionally there is a cost attached to debt, and while 
the private sector can make it easier to finance projects, finance will only be 
available where the operating cash-flows of the project company are expected 
to provide a return on investment.47

LVC Mechanisms: Downsizing

Downsizing is a strategy that could both free up existing properties 
and open up new channels of funding for community groups. It works 
by capturing the increased value of land from private homes that 
owners have outgrown, and investing it back into the community at 
no loss to the homeowner. Haringey Community Land Trust StART 
is proposing this as a way of generating more investment back to 
the CLT/community. Based on their proposal, a retired person who 
has paid off their mortgage could sell their house and downsize to a 
smaller, purpose-built StART flat; money left over from the sale could 
then be either invested into the CLT as a pension plan, or offered as a 
loan, recouped from rents.
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3
WHO GAINS FROM
OPPORTUNITY
AREAS?

This section details how developers, councils, the GLA and community groups 
currently benefit from Opportunity Areas (OAs) in terms of Land Value 
Capture (LVC). Currently developers stand to gain the most, community 
groups the least, and councils are in between, forced to court developers in 
order to provide basic public services for their local populations.

3.1 Private Developers

Currently developers stand to gain the most from OA developments. The 
emphasis placed on ‘growth potential’ and ‘implementation’ by the London 
Plan (2016) is such that the completion of developments put forward by 
private developers is prioritised over the needs of others, such as councils 
and community groups. This is made most evident in the use of viability 
assessments to determine whether or not housing projects should include 
so-called affordable housing.

Viability studies are the mechanism used to assess how profitable a 
development will be once planning obligations and ‘policy burdens’ are taken 
into account.1 The mechanism is clearly skewed in favour of developers, 
who continue to make substantial profits from development while social 
infrastructure is declining. One of the reasons for this, as uncovered by 
George Turner and Ourcity.london, is that developers are being dishonest in 
their assessments of land and development value.2

Confidentiality is not inscribed in legislation, but it has become standard 
practice for local authorities’ officers to deny full disclosure of viability 
studies. The practice has also been upheld by a number of court judgements 
such as the Shell Centre case in Lambeth.3

With S106 you get only £3 million of a 
development that’s worth 3,000 new homes. That’s 
not enough! And it’s not enough support for people 
trying to access that.

- Andrew Belfield, Deptford Neighbourhood 
Action

Developers raise their profit further by providing 
high price houses … There is only 10% affordable 
housing in Vauxhall compared with 40%–50% in 
the Lambeth Plan.

- David Boardman, Kennington, Oval and 
Vauxhall Forum
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Developers can thus reject planning obligations, such as providing affordable 
housing, if they can show that a project is made unviable (that is, it does not 
meet their minimum profit requirements) by including less lucrative housing 
options. If the viability of development continues to be defined in terms of 
profit margins for private firms, then there remain few options for other 
actors to capture land value within OAs.

However, as laid out in the GLA’s recent draft supplementary planning 
guidance (SPG) on Affordable Housing and Viability, a proposed ‘threshold 
approach’ is being considered.4 If implemented, this will fast track residential 
developments with 35% affordable housing or above, while those falling 
beneath this target will be subject to greater scrutiny and transparency.

As seen at the Vauxhall Nine Elms & Battersea (VNEB) OA, developers such 
as St James – the company behind the controversial St George Wharf and St 
George Wharf Tower – are currently able to raise their profits on the land by 
providing luxury housing as opposed to reaching local targets for affordable 
housing – only 10% affordable housing was provided, compared with the 
40%–50% target laid out in the Lambeth Plan.

Alongside the opacity of viability assessments, this shortfall has been made 
possible by the pre-emption of planning gain by the Northern Line Extension 
(NLE). An estimated 62.05% of total infrastructure costs are earmarked for 
the NLE in the OA.5 The extension itself is designated in the Opportunity 
Area Planning Framework (OAPF) as ‘fundamental to the success of the OA 
… and should therefore be given the highest priority’.’6



Crucially, the London Plan defines both transport and affordable housing 
as its strategic priorities, yet in the context of the OA transport is explicitly 
stated as more important than social housing: ‘Given the importance of the 
NLE and other transport projects to the success and viability of the whole 
opportunity area … transport is prioritised above affordable housing’.7 This 
concession has allowed the amount of affordable housing being provided in 
the OA to fall significantly below borough targets. As David Boardman of 
the Kennington Oval Vauxhall Forum (KOV) put it: ‘If you’re not careful, the 
transport infrastructure [of an OA] will squeeze all available funds.’

3.2 Councils

Currently London borough councils benefit from OAs via S106 agreements, 
the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and increasing revenue from 
Council Tax. 

With minimums of 20,000 and 20,100 new homes proposed and indicative 
employment capacities of 25,000 and 15,000 for the VNEB and Upper Lee 
Valley OAs respectively, one important benefit for London’s borough councils 
that arises from these areas is the influx of new tax-paying residents and 
businesses. Considering the types of residential properties being built in the 
OAs – predominantly housing sold at market value with below-target levels 
of affordable housing and notable examples of luxury apartments – as well 
as an increase in businesses rates imposed in April 2017, OAs are likely to be 
important sources of tax revenues for councils. 
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For example, the Upper Lee Valley Development Infrastructure Funding 
Study estimates that the total amount of council tax raised through the homes 
built in the OA will be around £396.4m across Haringey, Enfield, Waltham 
Forest and Hackney over a 25 year period.

As discussed in Chapter 2.5.1, Section 106 agreements are a planning 
obligation in the form of negotiable levies on new developments that are 
intended to offset the negative effects of a scheme, thus making a development 
acceptable. In theory, the funds raised are meant to be spent on the site of 
development and negotiated on a case-by-case basis. The provision of funds 
from S106 for social infrastructure means that councils are actively seeking 
out large-scale developments in order to extend needed infrastructure for 
their communities. Cuts in council budgets from central government have 
forced councils to be overtly pro-development in order to increase their 
income via planning gain such as S106. As Lambeth Council themselves put 
it: 

‘A large proportion of S106 income are [sic] derived from 
few but very large obligations within North Lambeth [site 
of the VNEB OA] and Waterloo CLIP [Co-Operative Local 
Investment Plan] areas. Without these obligations, the overall 
values of the S106 income stream would be significantly low, 
indicative of the importance of this category of developments 
and the Council channelling greater efforts to secure and 
ensure these developments are not only attracted to Lambeth 
but also encouraged to commence development as soon as it is 
practical’.8

- Lambeth Council 



CIL is a planning charge introduced in 2008 to help local authorities deliver 
infrastructure to support the development of their area. It differs from S106 
in that the funds raised are not restricted to the development site and the 
rate developers pay is a fixed according to the type and size of development. 
For example, Hackney has 13 different CIL rates which vary depending on 
geography and use and CIL rates for residential projects range from £0/sqm to 
£190/sqm. Funds raised via CIL are to be spent on the provision or maintenance 
of infrastructure such as transport, education facilities, community facilities 
and public realm improvements. For example, Wandsworth directed £2.6m 
of CIL funding towards a new bridge in Nine Elms. CIL money cannot be 
spent on providing affordable housing.  

3.3 Joint Venture Companies - Haringey Development Vehicle

Another device used by local councils to meet their housing targets and 
infrastructure needs in the face of severe budget restrictions is to capitalise 
on the value of their land and assets through the creation of companies or 
Special Purpose Vehicles to support development. These are a joint venture 
company between the council (which supplies the land) and a private 
developer (who supplies the money and building experience). 

The most extensive example of this in London is the Haringey Development 
Vehicle (HDV), a proposed 15–20 year partnership between the Haringey 
Council and private developer Lendlease.
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Under this partnership, a joint venture company will be created, which 
would represent an equal share of revenues between both partners (50:50). 
The council’s contribution will be public land and property assets worth 
£2bn, while Lendlease will provide the investment for the development that 
includes 5,000 new homes.9 The profits from the scheme, including rental 
income and any increase in land value, would also be shared 50:50.

According to the council, this will be ‘one of the UK’s largest regeneration 
programmes’ and includes seven major council estates across the borough. 
The council’s cabinet also says that the scale of the redevelopment is not 
something it could take on alone: ‘The cost of building new estates would 
run into billions of pounds, but Government rules only allow us to borrow 
another £50m for housing.’10 It also sees the joint venture as a way of 
sharing the risk for such a large redevelopment project.

Opponents to the HDV, who include other council members as well as local 
campaign groups such as Haringey Defend Council Housing (HDCH), 
argue that this in fact opens Haringey up to increased risk as:

• The political and economic climate will change multiple times over 
the course of the 15–20 year HDV, but once the contract is signed, 
it cannot be recalibrated to take account of those changes, for 
example the developer going bust or the land use values changing;



• For a number of years the council’s revenue stream could be 
reduced as there will be a gap between rent-paying tenants moving 
out of their homes and the new homes being ready for occupation. 
Council Leader Claire Kober envisages this shortfall being 
outweighed by the increase in  Council Tax payers and Business 
Rates that would result from the development;11

• Any development is open to loss as well as profit;
• Funds would need to be borrowed by the JVC to finance the 

development, which would be subject to fluctuations in interest 
rates, making income unpredictable;

• There is a conflict of interest within the partnership as Lendlease 
has an obligation to make a profit for its shareholders; while 
Haringey has an obligation to house and provide facilities for its 
constituents;

• Although the council will still own 50% of the land as part of the 
joint venture, it will still have given away and relinquished control 
over a very valuable (not just monetarily) asset.

These objections are in addition to social issues over the dispersal of current 
residents of council estates, and the potential loss of other facilities on the 
sites such as schools and community centres.

At the time of writing this report, HDCH has set up a specific campaign 
group, Haringey Two Billion Pound Gamble,12 and is mounting a legal 
challenge on the grounds of lack of consultation (see section 4.2).
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3.4 Greater London Authority

The GLA set up a Mayoral CIL in 2012 to raise up to £600m to help fund 
Crossrail. The CIL is charged at different rates depending on the London 
borough:

These rates are on average much lower than the CIL charges of London borough 
councils. For example, Lambeth CIL rates for residential properties range 
from £50–£265/sqm and Wandsworth CIL rates for residential properties 
range from £250–£575/sqm (not including the Roehampton Charging Area).

The mayoral CIL, and by extension Crossrail, is argued to be vital in providing 
the infrastructure necessary to support growth across London, an objective 
in line with the aims of the OAs.

So
ur

ce
: G

LA
13



Interestingly, the Mayoral CIL has taken priority over forms of LVC in some 
opportunity areas. For example, in the Vauxhall SPD it states that that the 
payment requirements of the Mayoral CIL ‘need to be contained within 
the overall financial viability envelope set by the DIFS study’, thus reducing 
the amount available for Lambeth council to spend directly on their own 
schemes. 

3.5 Community

Currently community groups and neighbourhood forums benefit from OAs 
through improvements to public infrastructure via planning obligation and 
directly via the Neighbourhood CIL. However, with the planning process 
streamlined to ensure profit-led viability and transport infrastructure 
absorbing large portions of potential planning gain, there remains little room 
for community groups to shape development or to capture some of the land 
value released in the process. 

One way that groups can directly benefit from OAs is via CIL. 15-25% of CIL 
receipts are passed directly on to community groups, community councils, 
neighbourhood forums or other equivalent groups (the percentage varies 
depending on whether or not a neighbourhood plan has been adopted). This 
money can go towards the implementation of a neighbourhood plan. The 
Kennington Oval & Vauxhall Forum (KOV) is at the time of writing working 
on such a plan. They expect to receive at least £15m from developers over the 
next 10 years to spend on projects such as library facilities, support for the 
homeless and nurseries on council estates. A neighbourhood forum can be 
created by applying to the council.

The Mayor will work closely with boroughs to 
ensure the CIL is applied appropriately and 
effectively to achieve the objectives set out in this 
Plan and, in particular, to support optimisation 
of the opportunity/ intensification areas and other 
strategic development opportunities…

- London Plan, 201614

LVC could be a positive thing. There are examples 
which are positive; community-led development 
on a piece of council-owned land; to provide local 
employment. That’s positive land value capture.

- Andrew Belfield, Deptford Neighbourhood 
Action
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Through our interviews and further research, we found that S106 can be 
useful in providing public services – such as social housing and public parks 
– for communities by supplementing funding from central government. For 
example, S106 negotiations between Lambeth Council and Frasers Property 
Group concerning the Vauxhall Sky Gardens agreed £375,114 to be spent on 
education facilities and £224,741 to be spent on healthcare facilities. 

In interviews with the Archibald Corbett Society and New Cross Gate Land 
Trust (NXG), it became clear that LVC mechanisms are used as a way of 
compensating for cuts in public services. In the NXG case, the community 
organisation hoped to be able to use LVC from  a developer for an outdoor 
gym, since the NHS was going to end the work of a proactive health team:

This land value capture process is, however, not a part of an OA development, 
since the NXG is within an OA that is currently only at the ‘proposed’ stage. 

As the Rural Urban Synthesis Society (RUSS) in Lewisham points out, 
community groups may also benefit from ‘future public owned development 
sites’. As argued in the draft SPG on ‘Affordable Housing and Viability’, 
developments on publicly owned sites are expected ‘to deliver as much 
affordable housing as possible’ by ‘forgoing land value to increase the number 
of affordable units’.  

‘[The team] disappears so we are just very conscious that there 
is going to be a gap in stuff around health and public health, so 
that is the reason we think we are going to have to pick some of 
that up, because otherwise some of that is going to get lost.’

- Jenny Couper, New Cross Gate Trust
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4
LOCAL 
EXPERIENCES

The following chapter will identify our findings regarding the Land Value 
Capture (LVC) process in Opportunity Areas (OAs) drawing on research 
gathered from interviews with community organisations and other actors 
involved with land value capture in the three OAs of Lewisham, Catford & 
New Cross, Vauxhall Nine Elms & Battersea (VNEB) and the Upper Lee 
Valley. In this part, four themes of our findings are presented. First, awareness 
of OAs and LVC; second, participation and consultation within OAs; third, 
transparency about OAs and the LVC process; and how different stakeholders 
gain from OAs.

4.1 Awareness

Here we explore whether the interviewed community organisations are 
aware of and/or engage with their OA and whether official mechanisms of 
LVC, such as Section 106 (S106) and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), 
are generally known and being used.
 
The awareness of being within the proposed Lewisham, Catford & New Cross 
OA  was very low; as no developmental changes have yet been implemented 
within the Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF). The local 
community organisations when interviewed had, in general, not yet heard 
about or encountered it. However, all community organisations were aware 
of S106 and CIL, but there was some confusion about the differences between 
the two mechanisms. It was also unclear how decisions are being made at 
council level, and how community groups can access these funds.

I looked on the web this morning, I didn’t know 
about Opportunity Areas until you mentioned 
them.

We know about CIL and S106 - but we don’t know 
how to access them. There is a criterion of accessing 
CIL, I don’t even know what that is. 

- Barbara Gray, Board Member, the Archibald 
Corbett Society, Catford



In and around the Upper Lee Valley OA, St Ann’s Regeneration Trust (StART) 
– a nascent Community Land Trust (CLT) lying a few streets outside the 
OA boundary – and Residents of Edmonton Angel Community Together 
(R.E.A.C.T.) said they were not previously aware of the OA. R.E.AC.T. are 
aware that their area is designated for ‘intensive development’, but they are 
not familiar with the OA concept. In contrast, the Haringey Defend Council 
Housing (HDCH) campaign group is very much aware of the concept, 
identifying it as a governmental strategy to privatise public land. The low 
awareness of the existence of the OAs makes the possibility of engagement 
with OAs severely limited. 

Nonetheless, all three community organisations possess knowledge about 
S106 and CIL. StART, which hopes to build 800 homes for the local community 
on former NHS land if they can raise the estimated £230m needed to buy 
the land and build the buildings, would themselves become developers and 
therefore subject to CIL and S106 – the extent depending on exactly what 
they put on the site. Even though what they would be providing (genuinely 
affordable housing for the local community based on local incomes) could 
be argued to be of value to the community, rules governing CIL/S106 do 
not allow these moneys to go towards housing developments. The biggest 
concern of R.E.A.C.T. and the Haringey Housing group is how to ensure that 
the benefits end up in the right place.
 
As VNEB OA is a large regeneration area in London and building work 
already well under way on some high-profile projects, interviewees – George 
Turner, David Boardman and Keith Garner – showed great awareness of OAs 
and LVC mechanisms, having spent years developing a comprehensive pool 
of knowledge.
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The 38 OAs currently designated by the London Plan,1 the GLA’s strategic 
planning document covering the 32 boroughs and City of London, appear 
also to have been designated without any prior consultation with local 
communities. The consultation process does not begin until after the OA has 
been mapped out, denying the local community participation at this stage; 
this may part explain the subsequent lack of awareness of the existence of 
OAs.

4.2 Participation & Consultation

Using our research in the three case study OAs of Lewisham, Catford & New 
Cross, Vauxhall Nine Elms & Battersea (VNEB) and the Upper Lee Valley, we 
have analysed how the participation and consultation process is perceived by 
community organisations and members of the public in the OAs. For a local 
authority ‘consultation’ process to be legally valid, the following conditions 
must be met:

1. There is consultation during the formative stage of a proposal.
2. Reasons are given for the proposal.
3. Sufficient reasons are given, allowing intelligent consideration.
4. Adequate time is allowed for consideration and response.
5. Responses are conscientiously taken into account.
6. Arguable yet discarded options are set out with the reasons for 

the choice of preferred option.2

Lewisham Council is not so good in asking our 
opinion. They develop a policy and then they share 
it with us, but making changes is not possible. It 
feels more like consultation is a duty that they have 
to do, but they don’t actually take on our changes 
and/or proposals.

- Andrew Belfield, Deptford Neighbourhood 
Action



In the Lewisham, Catford & New Cross OA, community organisation DNA 
had not been consulted or participated in any process on the designation 
of the proposed OA. According to DNA, the local council is only sharing 
information because they are legislatively forced to and not because they 
are interested in committing to the participatory process. In addition, DNA 
has found it hard to obtain relevant information from the council, forming 
the neighbourhood forum as a way to gain better access to information and 
planning documents. More positively, even though South East London eco 
campaign group Rural Urban Synthesis Society (RUSS) was not part of the 
Lewisham, Catford & New Cross OA, they do recognise that the council has 
been trying to engage with the locals who live in the area about how future 
changes would impact them. 

In the Upper Lee Valley OA, the experience of Haringey’s residents is that 
consultation has been based on the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) 
guidelines on public participation in which local residents are invited to create 
their own plans.3 However, several sources told us that in most ‘consultations’ 
planners and developers frame the questions to what they want to hear (eg 
‘Do you want better housing?’ Answer: ‘Yes’, rather than ‘How would you like 
to see your estate redeveloped?’ Answer: open to input from residents), while 
developers always have the final say. 

Even where a local community is consulted positively on a plan, subsequent 
changes of ownership once public land has passed into the private sector 
may be beyond their control. For example, as part of the Tottenham Hale 
masterplanning consultation process, local residents were invited to create 
their own plan. 
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However, public land sold with widespread local community approval to 
Middlesex University for a campus at Tottenham Hale eventually ended up 
being used for private accommodation when the university pulled out in 
2014 (making a very large profit for themselves).4 Likewise, what the local 
community had asked for as part of the Section 106 (S106) provision failed 
to materialise, the S106 money instead being spent on the construction of the 
Hale Road.

In R.E.A.C.T.’s experience of consultation exercises, sessions have been led 
by facilitators who do not know the area, and poorly chosen locations have 
resulted in low attendance. R.E.A.C.T. has been unable to engage much in 
the decision-making process, one of the main reasons being because the 
boundaries of their neighbourhood are not officially mapped, which therefore 
limits their possibilities to act as an organised and well defined group. One of 
the main constraints this has posed is the fact that they have not been able to 
create a neighbourhood plan which would allow them to have more weight in 
the decision-making process over planning and development projects within 
their area, and therefore, to have their current demands and needs met.

4.2.2 Case Study: Poor Consultation – Haringey Development Vehicle

While Haringey Council claims to have carried out extensive consultation 
on its proposed Haringey Development Vehicle (HDV, see section 3.3) since 
2013, residents of estates within the HDV had never heard of it. Phil Jackson 
of Haringey Defend Council Housing (HDCH) told a meeting of local 
residents, although the (off-puttingly thick) consultation document asks 
some very general questions regarding the strategic planning of the area.5



Questions such as: Would you like better homes? Would you like improved 
green spaces? – does not mention the HDV or any specifics regarding 
demolition of estates or changes of use of properties or land. Planning expert 
and Haringey resident Prof Michael Edwards of Just Space also says he has 
not seen a reference to the HDV anywhere in the Borough Local Plan.6

As a result, the newly created activist group the Two Billion Pound Gamble 
is challenging the legal validity of the HDV on the grounds of lack of 
consultation, as per the legal requirements of consultation set out above.7 
Regarding the 1,800-home Northumberland Park Estate, earmarked to be 
one of the first of the HDV estates to be redeveloped, a petition is demanding 
the following:

• A full resident yes/no vote before the sale of the estate to a joint 
venture company

• A full resident yes/no vote on any proposal to demolish homes

4.2.3 Case Study: Consultation Breakdown – VNEB

In the Vauxhall, Nine Elms & Battersea OA, Kennington, Oval & Vauxhall 
Forum (KOV) had several rounds of consultation following the proposal of 
the OA in 2009, tackling issues such as transport cost study, facility delivery, 
and public space. According to David Boardman, consultations with these 
developers broke down when reactions to the proposals for the area weren’t 
as positive as was expected. In Boardman’s terms, the consultation process 
was framed as ‘just how much do you like what we’ve decided to give you’, 
thus forgoing any opportunity for KOV to make a meaningful impact on the 
OA. 

[The developers] started having a few public 
meetings, but the public didn’t like what they were 
being presented with, so after a couple of those they 
stopped having them.

- David Boardman, Kennington, Oval and 
Vauxhall Forum
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In conclusion, the community groups interviewed had a highly negative view 
of the  participation process. Consultation rarely follows legal precedent, or 
takes place at a formative stage. Many do not consider the OA process to be 
participatory. There is a large responsibility on the GLA and the councils to 
ensure a participatory process and the reasons wot why it is not working may 
be several. One reason can be that the OA are regarded as strategic decisions, 
which may be perceived as difficult to discuss meaningfully in early-on wide-
ranging participatory processes. Another reason could be that the councils 
do not have resources to collaborate cross-boundary as many OAs would 
require.  Some OAs fall across several borough boundaries (the Upper Lee 
Valley OA, for example, straddles four boroughs). Also year-on-year budget 
cuts may leave councils without the resources for extensive consultation 
processes.

4.3 Transparency

Our interviews showed that there was a lack of transparency at different 
stages of the the OA process, from OA designation to LVC decisions. This 
was apparent in three ways: lack of information, unclear information, and 
experiences of injustice.   

In several interviews the issue of lack of information was mentioned. RUSS 
maintains that the Lewisham Council has withheld information on the 
OA from RUSS and the wider community. An example on how the LVC-
process lacked information was given by the Archibald Corbett Society in 
Catford. They reported that they were not consulted or given information by 
Lewisham Council regarding any decisions on S106 expenditure nor funding. 
As a result, they would like to see greater transparency in the S106 process.

Time and time again, nobody quite knows how the 
decision is made on S106.Whether it’s the money, 
planning, local neighbourhood forums, consulta-
tions … there’s no transparency around S106.

- Barbara Gray, Board Member, the Archibald 
Corbett Society, Catford



Another example of lack of information surrounding LVC is the Haringey 
Development Vehicle (HDV). At the time of writing, there is not yet any firm 
commitment to current leaseholders and private renters that they will be able 
to stay. 

This ambiguity makes it hard to organise objections to the project. Haringey 
Defend Council Housing (HDCH) and several councillors opposing the 
HDV believe the whole estate will be demolished with a reduction in council 
housing, and no guaranteed right to return. 

The lack of transparency has, especially in the case of the VNEB OA, led to 
experiences of injustice. KOV forum in particular feels that they have not 
been provided transparent access to viability studies. The viability policy 
enables developers in OAs to reject the planning obligation that they are 
required to meet if they show that their project is not going to be viable.

The Mayor’s latest draft SPG on ‘Affordable Housing and Viability’ (November 
2016) lays out some welcome developments on transparency in the planning 
viability process. It is proposed that schemes that meet or exceed the 
35% affordable housing threshold will not be required to submit viability 
information, while those which fall beneath this threshold will ‘be required 
to submit detailed viability information … which will be scrutinised by the 
Local Planning Authority … and treated transparently’.9 

While promising, the proposed policies on transparency are not watertight 
and, as pointed out by George Turner, do ‘set out the potential of some 
information to be withheld and gives broad scope to the Mayor to accept 
requests for confidentiality’.10
         

For the projects we’re [Haringey Council] proposing 
be delivered by the Haringey Development Vehicle, 
including at Northumberland Park, we have made 
clear our commitment to go further and offer a 
guarantee of return to every resident that wants it 
… Each estate renewal project is unique so detailed 
work has to be done before the precise options for 
residents can be set out.8

- Haringey Council 
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4.4. Fragmentation 

One effect associated with lack of awareness, public participation and 
transparency of the OA and LVC processes is the fragmentation of public 
engagement. This can decrease the possibilities of changing the LVC-
process in a more long-term way. How the decisions on which parts of the 
community receive the planning gain were made was unclear to many of the 
interviewed organisations. Low transparency and low public participation 
in OAs and how LVC is captured could make it easy for councils to favour 
certain community organisations. The low-scale distribution of planning 
gain encourages community groups to spend time and effort trying to gain 
as much as possible from individual developments. This can put community 
organisations against each other to fight for funds, and fragment people’s 
engagement into small units. 

On one hand, there is often a lack of shared interest between community 
groups within the same OA, especially where community groups operate 
in different boroughs. The scale of OAs may be awkward for community 
organisations to engage with. The highly localised community groups, the 
scale of OAs, and inter-borough logistics make it difficult to see the bigger 
picture. On the other hand, community organisations can benefit from 
working together on a wider scale in order to develop a strategic approach to 
LVC and development. Together, community organisations have potential to 
create more substantial changes to how the OA and LVC process. Chapter 5 
presents examples of broader changes that could be implemented to change 
how land value is captured are explored and policy proposals.

People’s energy is more focused at the micro level 
– this development is opposite my estate and that’s 
what concerns me. They don’t even think at the 
scale of the neighbourhood.

- Andrew Belfield, Deptford Neighbourhood 
Action
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5
POLICY 
SUGGESTIONS

The research outlined in this report has highlighted several problems with 
the way Land Value Capture (LVC) is currently implemented in Opportunity 
Areas in London. To address some of these issues, we propose policy reform 
in the following five key areas: 

• A more transparent process surrounding the Opportunity Area 
(OA) development mechanism

• A reformed council tax as a means of leveraging land value 
from private landowners

• Community land trusts as an alternative method of capturing 
land value

• Prioritising public ownership of land
• Participatory budgeting as a way to increase community 

participation in citywide and local budgeting strategies

5.1 Transparency & Access to Information

In order to have a planning process in which everyone can participate and be 
active, community groups and individuals need access to relevant and concise 
information on key concepts of planning frameworks. However, based on our 
interviews with community groups, it is clear that communication around 
these processes is not open, community participation is low and the process 
lacks transparency. For example, key information provided by local councils 
is often very lengthy, written with planning jargon, difficult for people 
without technical knowledge to understand, or is simply difficult to find. In 
particular, Section 3 of this report detailed how we found little awareness of 
OAs, lack of participation in the designation of OAs and low awareness and 
transparency in the LVC process in general and in OAs in particular.
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Planning authorities have a responsibility to not only share relevant 
information around development projects, but to engage and entrust power 
to community groups in the decision-making processes. In order to achieve 
this, communities need to be provided with clear information and lead more 
transparent planning processes, and be included in discussions that influence 
planning decisions. One barrier to this at present is GLA – Local Authority 
collaboration, a problem which should be addressed in order to ensure that 
neighbourhood forums and other local community groups are able to engage 
in the planning of Opportunity Areas.

Policy Suggestions:

1. The GLA should create an accessible and simple-to-navigate platform 
(online and physical) for communities with no professional background or 
technical expertise on planning in OAs to be able to understand information 
related to planning processes. This should include:

• An overview of the property development process including 
planning frameworks;

• Details of valuation techniques and resources to calculate land 
value and cost of development and infrastructure;

• A step-by-step guide on how to put a case to a planning 
committee

2. The GLA should fund independent professional mentors for community 
groups so they can easily engage with information regarding opportunity 
areas.



5.2 Making Council Tax More Progressive

Council tax is a form of property tax, as it is based on the value of the property 
in 1991, rather than income. If it were re-valued frequently it would capture 
some of the growth in property value which have occurred in the last 25 years. 
It is also a tax on occupiers not owners, which means that those profiting from 
value increases and rental income are untaxed. Other problems include that 
it is regressive between rich and poor taxpayers, and that the most expensive 
properties pay negligible tax, as the top band, £320,000+, encompasses a 
wide range of values.

5.2.1 Land Value Tax

A 2016 report by the London Assembly broadly favoured the replacing of 
the council tax, business rates and stamp duty land tax in London with a 
Land Value Tax (LVT), proposing a trial in Old Oak.1

The arguments for LVT are very similar to the arguments presented for the 
case of property tax, however, there remain some important differences.

LVT only taxes the land, regardless of what is standing on it, whether the 
property is empty, derelict, or regarded as undeveloped. In contrast, the 
property tax is determined by what is on the site and rises when the land 
value rises, whether due to increased connectivity from a new Tube station, 
or because of improvements of to buildings on the site.2 Consequently, 
property tax can can be a disincentive to development. LVT can therefore be 
seen as promoting development, since the tax is not dependent on whether 
the land is developed or not, how much it is developed nor the quality of this 
development. 3 
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In the London Assembly report, LVT is regarded as a necessary continuation 
of the OA process, as shown in the quote. The level of the LVT would be decided 
with relation to the ‘optimal use’ in the area, with the optimal use decided by 
the public authority.4 For example, for land classed as optimal for high-rise 
housing, with the potential for a large rental income, the tax would be high. 
By doing this, the incentive for development is strengthened. However, the 
designation of optimum usage could also be used to inhibit development, for 
example by assigning the existing use of the land as its optimum use. Since 
the report clearly states that LVT should be used for enhancing development, 
this is not regarded as plausible. The decision-making process to determine 
optimum use, who has the final say, and what happens if the local residents 
disagree, remains unclear. If LVT were to be developed in London, this issue 
would need to be resolved.

In this report, several problems with the aggressive development in London 
been discussed. LVT would be an additional incentive for development, as 
a continuation of the OA process and increase the pressure to develop even 
further. An even higher incentive to develop land quickly to the use that 
gives most profit would leave little room for community involvement and 
mixed-use development. A LVT would strengthen the incentives for urban 
renewal and may also increase the risk of housing being demolished.

There has been action ... the Mayor has identified 
areas of London with the potential for high growth 
and has put in place mechanisms to speed up 
delivery … But we need to go further still7.

- Tax Trial: A Land Value Tax for London? GLA, 
Feb 2016 (p9)



5.2.2 Property Tax v LVT

This gives property tax three important advantages, in comparison to LVT:

• It does not incentivise development in the same aggressive way 
as LVT may do;

• It does not involve an unclear process of deciding what the 
‘optimum’ use for an area;

• It values the quality of the housing. 

Therefore, we propose that instead of implementing LVT, the GLA should 
develop the already existing model of council tax, with the latter reformed to 
capture land value in a more egalitarian way. 

Council tax has arguably one main problem: that it is not sufficiently 
progressive. In order to increase its progressiveness, the valuation of land, 
currently still based on calculations made in 1991, must be updated.5 In this 
evaluation, the properties are valued in a series of ‘bands’, ranging from the 
lowest band of £40,000 (band A) to the highest of £320,000 (band H).6 In 
other words, no property taxed at more than a property value of £320,000. 

This clearly does not reflect actual prices on the London housing market in 
2017.
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If the taxation bands are updated, with a rise in the upper cap, the differentiation 
between people owning lower-valued properties and higher valued properties 
be higher. Alongside any such change in legislation it would be important to 
ensure that property owners who are not high-earners are not forced out of 
their homes by inability to pay, and that the change does not come without 
warning.

Policy Suggestions:

• Council tax bands to be regularly updated.
• Council tax bands to be reformed, with a broader spread across 

the bands and a higher property value limit.
• Reinforce existing council tax exemption and reduction 

mechanisms to avoid displacement of property owners with 
lower incomes. 

Further Reading on Land Value Tax

Dye, R and England, R (2010). Assessing the Theory and Practice 
of Land Value Taxation. Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. [online] 
Avaliable from: https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/
assessing-theory-practice-land-value-taxation-full_0.pdf

GLA (2016). Tax Trial. A Land Value Tax for London? The planning 
committee [online] Avaliable from: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/
default/files/final-draft-lvt-report_2.pdf [6 April 2017]



5.3 Community Land Trusts

Communities can capture the use value via initiatives such as community 
gardens, self-build homes, and meanwhile spaces taking temporary occupancy 
of vacant properties.7 One long-run solution to capture both use value and 
increased land values is community land trusts (CLTs) – groups formed and 
run by members of the local community to build homes and community 
facilities. St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust (StART) in the borough of Haringey 
is one such CLT trying to gain community use value from local land.8

Case Study: St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust, Haringey

The St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust (StART) came to exist out of a number 
of other community and activist groups in the local area, who had been 
attempting to resist cuts to local government services. They began by 
campaigning to prevent selling the St. Ann’s Hospital land (for which the 
planning permission includes only 14% ‘affordable’ housing). 

When Barnet, Enfield & Haringey Mental Health Trust began the process to 
sell part of its St Ann’s Hospital site in Haringey, local groups initially fought 
to resist what they saw as cuts to government services. 

P
O

LI
C

Y
 S

U
G

G
E

ST
IO

N
S Wightman, A (2013). A Land Value Tax for England -  Fair, Efficient, 

Sustainable  [online] Available from:http://www.andywightman.com/
docs/LVT_england_final.pdf [6 April 2017]



71

Once it became clear that sale was inevitable, they realised that rather than 
allowing a private developer to build on the land – which had gained outline 
planning permission for 470 residential dwellings – they realised that the 
best way for the community to reap the value of the land was to buy and 
develop it themselves.9 This way they could up ensure homes were used to 
house members of the local community, with a full 35% quota of affordable 
housing, and with ‘affordable’ being calculated against average local incomes 
as opposed to the more usual 80% of market rate.

StART was officially registered as a Community Benefit Society in March 
2016. After extensive and ongoing community consultation, and raising initial 
funds through Spacehive to pay professionals’ fees, StART has commissioned 
a masterplan which proposes 800 new homes for the site, including both 
high- and low-rise buildings, green space, and permeable routes through the 
site from Green Lanes to St Ann’s Road.11 StART have recently appointed 
an experienced and well-networked development manager, which they hope 
will give their scheme some much-needed credibility, as this has been one 
of their main constraints when trying to get public and private funding 
and investment. However they have yet to find the money to buy the land 
and have approached the GLA for assistance, suggesting that the GLA buys 
the land and leases it to StART. The main problem they are encountering is 
‘credibility’, without which they are struggling to get the necessary loans and 
funding to advance the project.

I thought, someone’s going to turn that into 
housing, we’re fed up with the gentrification that’s 
happening in our area, let’s see if we can get it.10

I’ve learnt that it’s really difficult to try and do 
something that developers do on a regular basis. 
… We’re having problems getting money … The 
GLA, the council, the health authority, basically 
are saying: “It’s nice what you’re doing, prove 
you’re credible.” And we’re saying: “Well, we can’t 
be credible until we have the money to pay these 
people.” It’s a real vicious circle.12

- Tony Wood, StART



In spite of StART’s problems, CLTs are gradually being seen as a viable 
alternative to private property developers. Other CLTs in London, operating 
on a smaller scale to StART and with differing land-ownership models, 
include Brixton Green and Camley Street13, King’s Cross.14 While private 
developers are duty bound to make profits for shareholders, CLTs are not-
for-profit organisations with more freedom to respond to local needs rather 
than shareholder needs. Operating at this hyper-local level of planning, local 
communities can use CLTs to have more control over local land, with the 
local community given more power to decide what the land is used for, and 
to use it to give genuine value to the community, whatever form (genuinely 
affordable homes, sheltered housing, green space, play space, work space) 
that value takes.

It is difficult to assess the potential disadvantages to a local authority 
of community builders taking on a development as opposed to private 
developers as each CLT operates according to a slightly different model. 
Potential losses might include a loss of revenue stream from local authority 
rents that could be kept via a joint venture with a private developer. However, 
where local authorities are considering entering into joint venture companies 
with private developers (eg Haringey Development Vehicle, section 3.3) the 
local authority could instead enter into a joint venture with the CLT instead. 
At Brixton Green, the local authority – Lambeth – owns the land and will 
charge the CLT ground rent. In the case of StART, the CLT has suggested 
that the local authority invest directly in the scheme through its pensions 
fund, rather than investing in a building society that in turn would invest in 
a housing development scheme.
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As the number of successful CLTs grows, they can become a far more credible, 
and therefore feasible, means for affordable development for affordable rents. 
Furthermore, local authorities are not obliged to sell the land, meaning that 
CLTs offer an untapped resource for the long-term capitalisation through 
interest negotiation with CLTs on council land assets.

Policy Suggestions:

• CLTs should be promoted to local authorities and other actors 
responsible for local development. Neighbourhood forums 
and other community groups should be encouraged and 
incentivised to work to set up CLTs as a means to begin to 
genuinely represent the interests of their constituents.

• A set proportion of the GLA’s budget should be allocated to the 
promotion and setting up of CLTs. 

Definition of a Community Land Trust

A Community Land Trust means body corporate which:
1) is established for the express purpose of furthering the social, 
economic and environmental interests of a local community by 
acquiring and managing land and other assets in order:
(a)  to provide a benefit to the local community, and 
(b)  to ensure that the assets are not sold or developed except in a 
manner which the trust’s members think benefits the local community. 



5.4 Public Ownership of Land 

Many scholars argue that increases in land value should revert to the 
community instead of individual landowners as rising value of land use is 
a result of collective efforts,16 and that the benefits of urban land ownership 
should flow to all city users and balance development in all areas.17 Once 
public land is passed to private ownership any ongoing uplift in land value 
in the future is also lost from the public. One solution to this problem is to 
increase land in public ownership, by either not relinquishing it to the private 
sector or bringing private land back into public ownership. For example, in 
the boroughs of Barnet and Barking & Dagenham, the local authorities have 
returned to building new homes themselves in order to have more control 
over the outcome of development.18 
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2) is that the body is established under arrangements which are 
expressly designed to ensure that:    
(a) any profits from its activities will be used to benefit the local 
community (otherwise than by being paid directly to members), 
(b) individuals who live or work in the specified area have the 
opportunity to become members of the trust (whether or not others 
can also become members), and
(c)  the members of the trust control it. 
- Housing and Regeneration Act 2008, Part 2, Chapter 1, Clause 7915
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Similarly, the controversial case of the Haringey Development Vehicle (see 
3.3) can be understood as the London Borough of Haringey attempting to 
scale up and act in a more exploratory and speculative way, in order to face 
the challenge of developing enough homes to address the current shortage, 
and to respond to the new mayor’s promised development. It is important 
to note that in the current political climate – with its emphasis on private 
property rights – the full public ownership of land will be difficult to achieve 
on a large scale, it is possible that initiatives such as the HDV will lead to 
further public-sector led development. Finally, it is also important to note 
arguments against the public ownership regarding the inverse relationship 
between total ownership of land and democratic accountability. In order 
to protect against this, the gradual nationalisation of land should be fully 
accountable and should be arrived at from a cross-party agreement. 

Case Study: Singapore

Singapore, a country where public ownership of land exists within a 
capitalist political economy, can provide some insights for London’s 
development. In Singapore, the  government owns most of the land 
and grants development only in accordance with specific plans. Both 
public and private developers are responsible for construction. From 
the 1960s to 1990s, the government acquired land in exchange for 
very low compensation to the landowners, restricting owners from 
benefitting from increases in land value over the years. As a result, 
affordable public housing was delivered on a large scale by the Housing 
Development Board (HDB). Individuals or private companies can own 
apartments, but the freehold and the land ownership is retained in the 
public sector.



Policy Suggestions:

Organisation
• Set up a London Land Trust or Local Land Trust with powers 

and funding (London Land Fund) to instigate a long-term 
programme of compulsory purchase of private plots or 
underused land owned by another public body (eg. NHS) for 
public ownership and development.

• Reinstate a statutory department (local authority or GLA 
architects’ departments) responsible for the construction, 
management and property deals of public building.

• Where pockets of land are required for a larger project (eg a 
community infrastructure project, or an international sports 
arena), ownership of the land should be retained by a public 
authority.

Transaction
• Where a local authority grants planning consent for the private 

development, they should have the power to take an equity 
stake in the development because part of the uplift value is 
supported by the government. This could be achieved by 
agreeing a planning obligation or charging the CIL.
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to eight years’ of their occupancy and the HDB has the control over 
the purchasers and building management in order to secure ethnic 
distribution of properties19. High land taxation is charged to deter 
owners from keeping properties empty to sell when the market is high, 
thus promoting development of vacant areas. 20
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• Expand and strengthen existing Asset of Community Value 
legislation to favour the purchase of private or public land 
by a community group, the Local Land Trust or the London 
Land Trust (such as purchase of NHS or TfL land by a CLT), in 
preference to a private developer.21

Underused Properties
• Commission an audit of privately owned land in London, 

identifying underused land whose current or potential future 
use would be of public benefit. Any detriment or harm that 
results must not outweigh the benefits and the development 
should be demonstrated to be beneficial to the public in general 
or at least a sufficient section of the public.22 This would build 
up a register of ‘land of common benefit’.

• Any land on this register that comes up for sale would be 
offered to CLTs for first refusal, with the land valued by an 
independent evaluator and the calculations made publicly 
available. The local authority must be able to demonstrate that 
reasonable effort has been made to find a community use/sale 
before land is sold to a private developer.

• Empty properties or land be requisitioned by the local authority 
for ‘meantime use’  by a community group for an activity/ies 
of benefit to the wider community (eg community gardens, 
homeless shelter, studios, workspaces).



5.5 Participatory Budgeting

Participatory budgeting (PB) was first conceptualised and implemented in 
the Brazilian city of Porto Alegre in 1989. Its aim was to incorporate low-
income and politically marginalised citizens into the democratic process. 
Since the late 1990s, PB has been implemented and championed in over 
1,500 cities across the globe.23 

The general premise of PB is that a percentage of discretionary funds are 
allocated by government to local community groups who propose and 
then directly vote on how the funds should be spent. Broadly speaking, PB 
allows for the participation of non-elected citizens in the conception and/or 
allocation of public finances’.24 Globally, participatory budgeting has been 
allocated to a wide range of services and issues, including community facilities, 
road safety measures, housing schemes and crime reduction measures. The 
amount of money allocated in BP schemes varies significantly as do exact 
rules and regulations for implementation. Accordingly, the impact and 
success of participatory budgeting varies as significantly. When successfully 
implemented, BP can encourage solidarity, increase citizen engagement, 
enhance awareness of key issues affecting local communities, and foster 
government transparency and accountability.25 

In the short-term, participatory budgeting should be used to determine 
how S106 money is allocated. Each OA should have a PB procedure to allow 
community groups to have a greater say in where and how S106 money is 
spent. This will increase the agency of community groups to decide what 
matters most in their locality. Furthermore, given that many community 
groups and residents lack awareness of how S106 money is distributed, PB 
processes will greatly increase transparency.
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In the long-term, a PB process should be adopted far earlier in the decision 
making process to give communities a greater say in the trajectory of 
London’s development. Instead of giving citizens a say about how to allocate 
funds after development decisions are made, PB should evolve into a much 
larger broader process of consultation earlier in the decision making process 
of how neighborhoods should develop. This would require regular meetings 
between community groups and councils held over a long period of time. 
This would also entail larger funds of money, which could be allocated to 
social housing, public parks, public schools and/or projects and services that 
the community deems worthwhile.

Policy Suggestions:

• All boroughs should should use participatory budgeting by 
the end of 2019 and engage residents on annual budgeting 
decisions. 

• PB must be conducted in an inclusive way that demonstrates a 
commitment to engage with hard- to-reach groups.

• The PB process must begin at the decision-making stage when 
councils are determining how to develop boroughs (instead of 
PB being used to allocate S106 agreements after development 
plans have been finalised).

• Participatory budgeting must be used to engage local 
stakeholders early in the development process to signal to 
councillors what the community prioritises.

• The GLA should sponsor at least 10 participatory budget 
schemes by 2018.

• Experimental models should be analysed and evaluated to 
determine how to mainstream PB into annual budgets.
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6
GLOSSARY

Area Action Plan (AAP)
A strategy for how to plan for and manage growth within a designated area, 
prepared in accordance with the regulations contained in the Town and 
Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012. This 
development plan document forms part of the council’s Local Plan and must 
also conform to the wider London Plan.

Asset of Community Value Regulation
In England, an Asset of Community Value (ACV) is land or property of 
importance to a local community, which is subject to additional protection 
from development. The Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 
came into force on 21 September 2012.  
 
Brownfield Land
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) defines brownfield land 
as: ‘land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the 
curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the 
whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface 
infrastructure’.

Capital Gains Tax (CGT)
Paid on the profits made from selling assets at prices higher than they were 
originally acquired for, subject to inflation adjustments and partial exemption 
for a primary residence. This is paid to central government.
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Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
A charge on any new development, which the local council can use to provide 
infrastructure, transport and social infrastructure (parks, libraries, schools), 
but not social housing. A portion of CIL should be handed over to local 
community groups if the borough has a neighborhood plan.

Community Land Trust (CLT)
Defined by the Institute for Community Economics as: ‘a private nonprofit 
corporation created to acquire and hold land for the benefit of a community 
and provide secure affordable access to land and housing for community 
residents’.

Inheritance Tax (IHT)
Paid on the value of a person’s estate when they die. There are some exemptions 
– for example for a primary residence – and accounting loopholes such as the 
creation of trusts. Potentially an important way of reducing the concentration 
of wealth. This is paid to central government.

Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA)
The term Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) can be used to described the 
process of covering more than one type of impact assessment into a single 
process. Integrating different types of impact assessment into a single process 
can improve efficiencies in both the assessment itself, as many of the issues 
covered in the different forms of assessment overlap, as well as simplifying 
outcomes and recommendations for policy makers.



[The OPDC local plan IIA] draws together the following impact assessments:
• Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment;
• Health Impact Assessment;
• Equalities Impact Assessment; and
• Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA Screening will be undertaken as 
a parallel process, the findings of which will be integrated into the IIA as 
appropriate).2

Land Value Capture (LVC)
A set of mechanisms used to collectivise the increase in land values that 
arise in the catchment area of public infrastructure investment or private 
development.3

Local Plan
Local Plans set out a vision and a framework for the future development of a 
neighbourhood, addressing needs and opportunities in relation to housing, 
the economy, community facilities and infrastructure – as well as a basis 
for safeguarding the environment, adapting to climate change and securing 
good design.4
 
London Plan
The London Plan is the GLA’s overall strategic plan for London, setting out 
an integrated economic, environmental, transport and social framework for 
the development of London over the next 20–25 years.5
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the Government’s broad 
planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. It 
provides a framework within which detailed local and neighbourhood plans 
can be drawn up at a local level.

Neighbourhood Plan
Neighbourhood planning gives communities direct power to develop a shared 
vision for their neighbourhood and shape the development and growth of 
their local area. It might set out where new homes, shops and offices could 
be built, what new buildings should look like, and what infrastructure should 
be provided.6

Opportunity Area (OA)
Opportunity Areas are London’s major source of brownfield land, identified as 
having  significant capacity for development – such as housing or commercial 
use – and existing or potentially improved public transport access. Typically 
they can accommodate at least 5,000 jobs, 2,500 new homes, or a combination 
of the two, along with other supporting facilities and infrastructure.7

Section 106 (S106)
These are legal agreements between Local Authorities and developers 
setting out measures that a developer is obliged to take in order to reduce 
any adverse impact of their development on the local community. The most 
common obligations include providing public open space, affordable housing, 
education, highways and town-centre improvements.



Stamp Duty Land Tax (SDLT) 
Stamp duty is a form of tax charged on instruments (ie written documents) 
of property transfer to anyone buying a property or land above a certain price 
in England, Wales or Northern Ireland. This is paid to central government.

Tax Increment Financing (TIF)
Another localised device. An additional property tax is imposed on properties 
within a defined area within which the benefits of a proposed investment are 
expected to be concentrated. The tax generated is used to pay (retrospectively) 
for the investment – often a transport improvement.

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 regulates the development of land 
in England and Wales. It consolidates certain enactments relating to town 
and country planning (excluding special controls in respect of buildings and 
areas of special architectural or historic interest and in respect of hazardous 
substances) with amendments to give effect to recommendations of the Law 
Commission.8

Value Added Tax (VAT)
Charged on construction work if it is refurbishment or repair, though not on 
new building. This is paid to central government.
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CONTACTS FOR 
COMMUNITY
GROUPS

Lewisham, Catford and New Cross

Lewisham

Rural Urban Synthesis Society
http://theruss.org.uk 

Catford

The Archibald Corbett Society
http://thecorbettsociety.org.uk

New Cross and Deptford

New Cross Gate Trust 
http://nxgtrust.org.uk

Deptford Neighbourhood Action
http://deptfordaction.org.uk

Upper Lea Valley 

2Billion Pound Gamble Campaign
www.facebook.com/2billionpoundgamble/

Haringey Council
www.haringey.gov.uk
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Haringey Council
www.haringey.gov.uk

Haringey Development Vehicle
www.haringey.gov.uk/regeneration/haringey-development-vehicle#what

Haringey Defend Council Housing
www.defendcouncilhousing.org.uk/dch/

Northumberland Park Residents Association
www.facebook.com/Northumberland-Park-Residents-
Association-354689721394871/
Email: northumberlandParkRA@outlook.com

Our Tottenham
www.ourtottenham.org.uk

St Ann’s Redevelopment Trust (StART)
www.startharingey.co.uk
Email: info@startharingey.co.uk

Residents of Edmonton Angel Community Together (R.E.A.C.T.)
Email: reactedmonton01@hotmail.com
02088843453



Vauxhall, Nine Elms and Battersea

Battersea Power Station Company
www.batterseapowerstation.com/

Battersea Society 
www.batterseasociety.org.uk

Kennington, Oval & Vauxhall Forum
www.kovforum.org.uk

George Turner, Our.City 
www.ourcity.london/

Other Community Land Trusts

Brixton Green CLT, Lambeth
www.brixtongreen.org

Camley Street CLT, King’s Cross 
www.camleystreet.org.uk

C
O

N
TA

C
TS






