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Tony Miller

6 Winscombe Crescent

London  W5 1AZ

Tel: 020 8997 6042

Answerphone/fax: 020 8930 5130

Ealing Borough Liberal Democrats                 

    e-mail: tony@miller.name
26 June 2008
Mr Steve Austin

Planning Officer

London Borough of Ealing 

14-16 Uxbridge Road

LONDON   W5 2HL
Dear Mr Austin 

Submission on Planning Applications, Dickens Yard Site (Ref P/0156/0157/0158)
I wish to submit a formal objection on behalf of the Ealing Borough Liberal Democrats to the referenced planning applications.  Please note that this submission is made by the local party and is not a statement of the position of the councillors on the Liberal Democrat Council group, who have not taken any part in preparing this letter.
We support the need for revitalisation of Ealing’s town centre, which is badly needed.  However, there are two main grounds for urging that in their present form these particular plans should be rejected.  They are

1. the process through which they have been prepared and are now being considered is flawed; and

2. the proposals are in serious breach of approved planning policy as laid down in Ealing’s UDP, Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), and the London Plan.
Our detailed reasons follow.

1. Process
a. The invitations to developers to tender for selection as the Council’s preferred partner included detailed guidance for how the site was to be treated.  These were contained in the Planning and Urban Design Brief dated June 2004, and were the basis both on which tenders were to be based, and on which views were sought as part of the public consultation following the preliminary selection of a shortlist of potential developers.

Acceptance of the outline plans from St George, which led to their selection as the Council’s preferred developer to submit a detailed planning application, allowed significant variations from the brief which were not available to the other firms initially invited to tender.  More changes were subsequently agreed by the Council in its role as landowner which took the plans further away from the details of the Brief.  

We believe that this represents a breach of the requirement for fair and open tendering, and an unacceptable variation of the options on which the public consultation was carried out.  
b. During the period leading up to and subsequent to the lodging of the planning applications, the Council has sought to promote the St George plan publicly, rather than to engage in an unbiased consultation.  In particular, the June 2008 issue of the Council’s own publication Around Ealing contained a large article which is in effect a promotion in favour of the St George scheme.

We believe this is an attempt to influence and pre-determine the outcome of the planning application which is ultra vires and has effectively disqualified members of the controlling group on the Council from sitting on the Planning Committee to decide the matter. 
2. Planning policy.  The application ignores large parts of the SPG (UDP site no 58).  Much of the detail of this will have been covered by other submissions, notably from the Conservation Area panels, but in outline our principal objections are:
a. Mix of use.  The Brief calls for a mix of commercial, retail, cultural and community space.  The plan is however a mainly residential development with retail attached, with no other content which will encourage visitors to come to the centre of Ealing.  The retail offering itself is flawed, and does not recognise the need for both large and small units to attract different sizes of store.  We believe the UDP requirement for a proper balance of use has not been met, and is essential if the development is to succeed.
b. Housing density.  The proposal, with 698 units, has nearly three times the number of units recommended in the Brief and is well in excess of what can be reasonably managed in the area.  Many of the units are sub-standard in terms of space and light, as identified by CABE.  There is no supporting social infrastructure, and a lack of amenity facilities particularly for children.  This densification represents gross over-development of the site.
c. Transport and traffic.  
i The methodology used for projecting volumes and directions of flow is flawed, particularly in the assessment of vehicle traffic on surrounding streets. 
ii The plans lack any broad context for vehicle and pedestrian movement, and public realm across the town centre as a whole.  

iii Parking provision does not observe the constraints of the UDP or the London Plan.

iv There must be proper integration of cars, buses, taxis and pedestrian traffic with the Ealing Broadway station.  No plan exists for this.
The plans fail to recognise the cumulative impact of other impending traffic changes, particularly the Arcadia development and Crossrail.
d. Character and quality.  The massing and bulk of the series of blocks fail to respect the style of the rest of the town centre, which is characterised by traditional brick and stone low-rise commercial buildings.  The height and style also conflict with the Grade II listed buildings and locally-listed frontage on New Broadway, and breach the height limits affecting conservation areas.  Any new build must respect the current scale and traditional ‘red brick’ design of Ealing and its conservation area rules, if people are to be attracted back to what is now a decaying centre. 
We believe the Council has failed in its duty to provide the proper framework within which the whole of Ealing town centre can be re-developed in a coherent and consistent manner.  However there are existing and valid planning policies in the UDP which govern the Dickens Yard site, which should be observed until such time as a replacement plan has been approved.  The present application is therefore premature as well as inadequate to meet the needs of Ealing, and should be rejected in totality.
Yours faithfully
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A H J Miller 
Chair
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