
Financial and Viability 
Issues



2.1 The funding for the infrastructure needed to bring forward development in the 

area amounts to approximately £2.5bn and Government expects this to be paid 

for from development.

2.2. The need for such a level of infrastructure will have an impact on the level of 

affordable housing that can be delivered within each development – and this will 

need to be recognised within individual planning applications. Without considered 

infrastructure investment, future developments will be unable to come forward and 

Old Oak will not work as a coherent whole.

2.3 Discussions with Government departments about gap funding or other 

financial contributions to reduce the impact of the infrastructure bill have so far 

proved fruitless. This is in the context of Ebbsfleet receiving £310m. And 

Birmingham has received £97m to extend its metro and enhance connections to 

and from the HS2 Curzon Street station. Birmingham is also benefitting from an 

expanded Enterprise Zone.

2.4 In addition to impacting on the ability of developments to provide an 

acceptable level of affordable housing, the high cost of infrastructure may force a 

quantum and scale of development that is unacceptable in height, scale, density 

or mass – and at the expense of community infrastructure.

GLA Review of OPDC (February 2017)



APPROACH TO OPPORTUNITY AREAS AND HOUSING ZONES

3.55 Opportunity Areas are key sources of housing supply in London. They are, 

by their nature, complex to bring forward and often require significant investment 

in infrastructure. They are also of a scale that can create fundamentally new 

places and communities. Significant research and an in-depth understanding of 

the area, its strengths and weaknesses, and how to deliver a successful place 

underpin the development of an Opportunity Area Framework.

3.56 In these circumstances LPAs are encouraged to consider a more bespoke

approach to affordable housing taking account the nature of the specific sites. In

particular, LPAs may want to consider applying a fixed percentage affordable 

housing target for Opportunity Areas and Housing Zones, and consider what 

affordable housing products may be most suitable.

3.57 This approach could help provide certainty to developers and land owners

about the affordable housing requirements and help prevent land price rises

based on hope value. The percentage and mix of tenures should be based on an

understanding of the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing based

on the specifics of that area (including social infrastructure, utilities and transport

requirements).

Homes for Londoners, 2016



Whole Plan Viability Study

“The results generated by these appraisals indicate 
that although many developments could viably 
provide all or a large majority of the policy 
requirements, in order to ensure the delivery of the 
required growth in the OPDC’s area, particularly 
where lower sales values might be achieved or on 
sites with higher existing use values, the OPDC will 
need to apply its policies flexibly. In this regard we 
consider the OPDC’s proposed flexible approach to 
their policies identified as having cost implications 
will assist in the delivery of the identified growth in 
the emerging DLP.” (p. 4)

SP4: p. 7: consider applications in detail to inform the level of affordable housing on each site



“Our appraisals indicate that the OPDC’s proposed overarching strategic 

affordable housing target of 50% on sites providing more than 10 units 

(or over 1,000 square  metres), can be accommodated in a number of 

scenarios where affordable housing is comprised of 30% rented housing 

at London Affordable Rents and 70% shared ownership.” (p. 4)

“Providing the target is applied flexibly, the schemes on the margins of 

viability would still be able to come forward, but at levels of affordable 

housing below the 50% strategic target. This approach would maximise

the overall quantum of affordable housing, even if the actual 50% 

strategic target is achieved in a small number of live cases.”

… cumulative effect of meeting planning contributions reduces affordable 
housing on some schemes (5-25%); affordable workspace by 5%



Viability

“whether there is sufficient surplus within the scheme to be captured for 
affordable housing or CIL.” (p. 5). 

Including some allowance for “landowner premium” ie land may not come forward 
at the price estimated.

Gross Development Value (GDV)

LESS

Construction Costs

(Including external works, contingency, professional fees)

LESS

Marketing costs (legal and agency fees)

LESS

Developer’s Profit and finance costs

EQUALS

Residual Land Value (RLV)



Assume 20% developer profit; 6% on affordable housing









405 p/ha, £800 per square foot



What does this mean? Eg. P10 SCRUBS LANE







The funding for the infrastructure needed 
to bring forward development in the area
amounts to approximately £2.5bn and 
Government expects this to be paid for 
from development. (OPDC Reviwe, 2017)

2.4 In addition to impacting on the ability of developments to provide an acceptable 

level of affordable housing, the high cost of infrastructure may force a quantum and 

scale of development that is unacceptable in height, scale, density or mass – and at 

the expense of community infrastructure. (OPDC Review, 2017)





Can the site accommodate the anticipated quantum of development?





Precedents

City and Docklands – 1000 hu/ha



How to influence?

• Responding to this plan – key issues in policy boxes

• CIL: consultation/implementation including 
Community 15%/Neighbourhood Forum with Plan 
25%

• D12 Timely Delivery and Phasing

• D13 Stakeholder Engagement 

• D14 Planning Powers and Monitoring





“The levy is intended to provide infrastructure to support the 

development of an area, rather than making individual planning 

applications acceptable in planning terms. As a result, some site 

specific impact mitigation may still be necessary in order for a 

development to be granted planning permission.






