Development Strategy Representations
Supporting statement to representation by Ealing Liberal Democrats on Final Proposal 1.1 (Vision for Ealing 2026)
Spatial Vision - general

A
Key principles

1. Development corridors  The key principles of the whole strategy are sub-paras (a) and (b).  These specify the quantum of new development and place it largely in the Uxbridge Road/Crossrail corridor (map 4).  The concept of this and the A40 corridor as being the two areas of concentration for development was not present in the 2007 Issues and Options document. No justification for this approach, nor discussion of any alternative, is present in either of the two subsequent consultations documents.  Objections to it have not been answered, contrary to the requirements of the SCI.

2. This restricted view is also not in conformity with the broader one of the draft London Plan, which looks at a wider “western wedge” as the area for potential development.  Concentration of new building,  particularly housing, into two corridors will intensify the effect of ribbon development, contrary to the concept set out in the Mayor’s Outer London Commission report which recommended (para 4.9) a “star and cluster” model, which would complement and strengthen the historic pattern of town centres within the borough.

3. Quantum of housing  No reference to the objective of 14,000 additional homes can be found in the draft London Plan.  Even if the quantum could be justified, there are several objections to the way in it is suggested they should be provided, particularly the high concentration (74%) close to the Crossrail corridor (proposal 2.1 (a)).

a. This zone is deficient in the infrastructure necessary to support any significant increase in housing, particularly schools, health care and private amenity space, which office and other uses do not require.  Little or no space exists in which to remedy this deficiency.

b. Housing for sale will be more attractive to commercial developers, and will crowd out the other types of development envisaged in the plan, particularly offices.

c. Building housing in the central zone as proposed will incur higher land costs, and we have already seen that developers will argue this as a reason for providing a lower percentage of “affordable” units than the 50% which the plan aims for.  This calls in question the deliverability and soundness of this element of the plan.

d. Centrally concentrated housing will demand higher-rise and higher cost building, which will be more affordable by higher income groups.  With the opening of Crossrail, individuals in these groups will be less likely to work within Ealing, and will instead be attracted by the ease of commuting into London and the commercial districts east of the city.  This will upset the balance of people employed locally, and fail to meet the needs of Ealing’s housing list.

e. The Outer London commission report (summary para 24) found that “60% of employment in outer London took place in its town centres….This supports the view that they should be developed as the single most important set of business locations outside central London.”  Concentrating so much housing in these centres, as Ealing’s plan proposes, runs directly contrary to this policy.

f. Sites for offices in areas with lower PTALs, such as Park Royal and even the present “office corridor” in central Ealing, will be less attractive to developers and tenants.  Evidence already exists that offices in areas not so well served by public transport (eg 400m or more from a station) are not being taken, and pressure is building for permission to re-zone existing office properties for housing and in conflict with the stated objectives of the proposed policy, again calling its deliverability into doubt.  Some of the expected benefits of Crossrail on which the plan is built (Policy 1.1(c)) will not therefore be realised.

g. Park Royal, which is recognised in the draft London Plan as an Opportunity Area with significant potential for housing where “boroughs should seek to optimize residential and non residential densities” (Policy 2.13) is not even suggested for housing in Ealing’s strategy (Map 2 – Key diagram and Map 4 – Housing & Employment Sites). 

4. Character of the borough  In the first set of consultation documents, a prime position was given to recognizing and preserving the special character of Ealing.  The initial consultation document in 2,006 stated and that the overall aim for spatial planning was “to accommodate new development while conserving the special character of the attractive parts of the borough….In planning for development, there is a need to balance economic opportunity, social provision, environmental quality and the prudent use of the earth’s resources, with a view to currents needs and the needs all future generations”.

5. In the consultation document Issues and Options issued in 2007, the first of the borough-wide objectives (Table 2.3) was “to make Ealing a better place to live”, and the first subsidiary target was “Promoting exemplary design which gives proper respect to Ealing’s urban heritage”.  By the time of the 2009 Initial Proposals, the balance had shifted so that emphasis was on the need to provide new homes concentrated in the Uxbridge Road/Crossrail and A40 corridors (Initial Proposal 1.1). The development strategy was “primarily about apportioning the required growth to the right places across the borough”.  The document did not explore any alternative spatial allocation, nor explain how the particular strategy had been arrived at.  “Care for the borough’s historic character” had fallen to fifth out of seven priorities.

6. In the 2010 Final Proposals, this reference has been relegated to eighth place.  This lower priority reads through to policies elsewhere in the document, notably that on tall buildings (Final proposal 1.2(f)), which is now distinctly more permissive than the draft London Plan policy 7.7, with no recognition of the special needs of the borough’s conservation areas and no clear definition of what would be considered “tall”, relegating this to the subsidiary Development Management and Sites DPDs.  It also more permissive than the equivalent policy in Initial Proposals (1.2(c)), despite submissions during the consultation that controls should be strengthened.

B.
Compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement  
1. Ealing’s adopted SCI provides in Table 4.2 (Community Involvement in Development Plan Documents Stage 2: Production of Development Plan Documents), a detailed procedure for reporting back on Issues and Options consultations.  This says “A report assessing the representations received, and the main outcomes of this consultation, will be published on the Ealing website, and copies made available at the Customer Services Centre or on request. Those who responded to the consultation will receive written notification of the outcomes of this consultation.” 
2. The first “Issues and Options for spatial planning” document was issued and comments invited by March 2006.  However following the council elections in May that year, a further consultation document Issues and Options
 was issued in 2007.  This stated that the new Ealing Council  had new priorities, and that it was decided not to respond to the community’s comments in detail (para 2.23).   In the revised document it was made clear (Section 5, How should we plan for your area?) inter alia, that  “The site issues arise from…. from the views expressed by people who commented on the initial LDF consultation in March 2006.” However, no summary or analysis of the responses received was ever published to enable this to be assessed.

3. The Council did not adhere to these requirements following the 2007 document New Issues and Options for Planning Your Borough: Strategy and Sites.  Summaries and analyses of public input to the consultation process were not produced.   Between 2007 and the 2009 document Development Strategy 2026: Initial Proposals, the Council took internal decisions to change the emphasis and priorities of the strategy, but these were never made explicit nor was the reasoning exposed to public consultation.  

4. The SCI also (para 4.10) provides that, for each document at the “Preferred Options” stage in the development of the LDF (later called “Initial Proposals”), the Council “will set out the policy issues and our reasons for choosing our preferred options for addressing them. The document will also list the alternatives that were considered and rejected.”  This was not done, so it was not possible to see how the Council had considered the representations it had received.


5. Following the Initial Proposals document, summaries were produced of replies to but these were incomplete and some individual contributions were not acknowledged.  No reasoned answer was given to the submissions made. It was however noted that only 60 responses were recorded from across the whole of the borough, including those from statutory bodies, businesses and developers.
   

6. Further significant changes took place in the Final Proposals, again without explanation or justification.  The main changes are as set out in Section A above.

7. The latest consultation has been more widely publicised, particularly by residents’ associations and other community bodies, which has stimulated a far greater less of interest and response.  However it has proved to be extremely difficult for any significant response to be made, for several reasons:

a. the sheer volume and complexity of the documents released over the consultation period, which make it impossible to review the full picture, particularly as the strategy is being consulted upon at the same time as the more detailed sites and other DPDs;

b. documents including the evidence base were being released during the consultation period, well after the document on which they purport to have been based.  The key document on transport (the Local Implementation Plan), which was not available at all during the main consultation, despite its significant impact on planning issues;

c.  many of the documents were not put on the Council’s web site until after the consultation period started, and some, such as the Strategy document itself, have been largely inaccessible on the site for long periods;

d. public meetings were restricted to one per area, with limited opportunity to get deeply involved in the key issues.  The chance of broadening this base, with the plan documents being open to discussion at ward forums, was deliberately rejected.

LDF Strategy statement
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Final Proposal 1.1 (Spatial Vision for Ealing 2026) 

Final Proposal 1.1 (Spatial Vision for Ealing 2026) does not meet the tests for both soundness and legality on a number of grounds, which are set out below and in more detail in the supporting document.

It is non-compliant because:

1. The first and principal set of targets (sub-paras (a) and (b)) are not in accordance with the draft London Plan in a number of areas, notably the quantum of planned housing and its location.

2. It has not been prepared in compliance with the adopted Statement of Community Involvement, in that significant changes in both fundamental principle and detail were made between the initial Issues and Options consultation and the subsequent Initial Proposals and Final Proposals documents without giving any explanation of the options considered, reasons for the changes or reference to the public submissions received.

 It is unsound for several reasons.

1. Much of the evidence base is out of date and the strategy fails to take note of subsequent economic developments and trends.  It is therefore neither justified nor robust and credible.
2. Some of the main strategic principles are at odds with the obvious needs of the borough and as such are inappropriate. As noted above, no alternatives were considered in the consultation documents, and suggestions from the public submissions have been ignored.

3. There are some obvious conflicts and internal inconsistencies between the objectives.  There is a failure to balance projected private development with appropriate public infrastructure, and the plan is therefore fails in the need to be both effective and deliverable.

4. National policy in several planning areas remains in a state of evolution and uncertainty.  Nevertheless the final strategy has relegated environmental and sustainability considerations to the lowest priority and must therefore be considered to be in breach of national policy.
Our proposed alternative wording  is:
By 2026, we aim to ensure that development in Ealing has created a vibrant and viable balance of housing, employment, retail and leisure facilities focussed around its existing town centres, and is a pleasant as well as prosperous place to live, work and play. We will

(a) seek to reflect long-term demand by providing additional homes and new office floor space, decreasing our net stock of industrial floor space through managed release, and providing an appropriate amount of new retail floor space; 

(b) develop business space which will be primarily concentrated on providing high quality offices within the existing town centres convenient to Crossrail and in the present industrial areas where other public transport links exist or can be created;

(c) concentrate new homes in clusters around Ealing’s traditional town centres, in areas in the hinterland between the existing main east-west transport corridors and in areas where previous industrial or commercial space is no longer required;

(d) support industrial, warehousing and other logistics businesses in their present locations by improving transport links.  This will be supplemented by encouragement to newer industries in sectors such as education and training.  Local service industries and smaller enterprises, particularly start-up businesses, will be assisted to establish themselves closer to the residential areas they serve;

(e) protect and enhance the borough’s historic character, in particular its conservation areas, and ensure excellence in urban design to make Ealing’s environment safe, attractive and accessible for all;

(f) protect and enhance the cohesion of local communities across the borough as healthy and safe places to live, by ensuring the necessary physical, social and service infrastructure as identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is provided;

(g) support sustainable, safe and convenient networks to and through Ealing that promote healthy travel behaviour and seek to reduce the need to travel, and in particular, improve access between and into the town centres from the surrounding neighbourhoods on a “star and cluster” pattern, through better public transport, cycle and pedestrian links;

(h) [re-letter existing sub-sections]. 

Development Strategy Final Proposal 1.2 (f)

The proposal is non-compliant because:

3. The statement on tall and large buildings is not consistent with the draft London Plan Policy 7.7.

4. It is not consistent with national policy regarding the need to “protect and enhance” conservation areas.

 It is unsound because:

5. There is no need for encouragement of tall or large buildings generally, whose character would be out of keeping with much of Ealing’s historic character.  It is therefore not justified.
6. It is inappropriate to specify in the general principles particular named parts of the borough as suitable for large or tall buildings, where the more general objective of ensuring that they should not conflict the locality is perferable.

7. As noted above, the policy as written is inconsistent with national and regional policy,  including guidance on tall buildings given by CABE/English Heritage.
Our proposed changes to the policy are:
Spatial Vision for Ealing - Proposed policy 1.2(f) (page 23)

3rd sentence should be replaced by “Tall or large buildings will only be considered in areas whose character would not be adversely affected by their scale, mass or bulk.  ‘Tall buildings’ are defined as those which are substantially taller than their neighbours and/or which significantly change the skyline.”  Delete last sentence.

Chapter 6 Ensuring Sustainable Delivery
Final Proposal 6.1 (Transport)
1. Final proposal 6.1 (Transport) fails to reflect the DLP and the Outer London Commission targets of developing transport links to serve local centres on a “star and cluster” approach.  For this reason it is both unsound and uncompliant, and will not effectively deal with future developments which follow this pattern.

2. No provision is made to recognise the need to develop good public transport interchange facilities, particularly at Ealing Broadway station.

The policy should be re-worded to read: “ …identify and promote improvements needed to and from identified development hubs and town centres on a ‘star and cluster’ pattern …[etc]…orbital journeys; promote and identify new and improved public transport interchange facilities particularly at major Crossrail stations such as Ealing Broadway.”

Chapter 6 Ensuring Sustainable Delivery
Final Proposal 6.2 (Social Infrastructure) 
Final proposal 6.2 fails to recognise the need to anticipate population growth and also to act as a restraint on housing plans which will provide burdens on the social infrastructure which cannot reasonably be accommodated within the space constraints of existing town centres in the borough.    For this reason it is both unjustified and ineffective in informing other sections of the strategy, and will not effectively deal with future developments which follow the patterns presently proposed elsewhere in the document
Additional words are required to reflect the needs identified above.

Development Management DPD Representations

Policy 6.2 – Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport
Specific potential developments in Ealing are missing from the Revised London Plan Table 6.3, and the opportunity should be taken to correct this.

Areas where land should be safeguarded should allow for the possibility of one or more of the following developments:

· railway embankments between Ealing Broadway station and land up to West Ealing, Including the former BBC car park south of Haven Green, for a 5th track on the Great Western relief line

· land alongside the main Great Western and London underground lines, for the possibility of a light rail link between Ealing Broadway (North and West London light rail proposal)

· land at and around Ealing Broadway station for the possibility of the proposed West London orbital tube link

· land at and around Ealing Broadway station for the possibility of an integrated bus/rail/tune/taxi interchange alongside and/or over the rail tracks.
Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall buildings
The draft London Plan Policy 7.7 (as amended) provides for boroughs to specify where tall buildings “should not be encouraged”. Ealing’s local variation fails to develop this guidance as suggested, and in particular does not mention protection of conservation areas and the setting of listed buildings.
We object to the proposed policy because:

1. The supporting commentary in Ealing’s Final proposal Development Strategy Policy 1.2 (f) says that “more detailed policies on density and tall buildings will be contained within both the Development Sites and Development Management policy documents”.  However neither document defines “tall buildings”. 

We propose that a definition should be included consistent with national guidance issued by CABE/English Heritage, such as:

“Tall buildings are those which are substantially taller than their neighbours and/or which significantly change the skyline.” 
2.
Specific note should also be made in the local variation to enlarge on the guidance in DLP 7.7, and say that “Tall or large buildings will only be considered in areas whose character would not be adversely affected by their scale, mass or bulk.  They will not be permitted in areas that are inappropriate or sensitive to their impact, especially conservation areas, the setting of listed buildings, historic parks and gardens, the edge of the green belt or metropolitan open land.”

Development Sites DPD Representations
EAL05 Arcadia Centre
The four options presented all have some significant unacceptable features

1. All of them have a density and proposed building heights which would result in buildings of mass, bulk and height in excess of those which should be permitted in a conservation area (see our proposed wording for Policy 7.7).

2. There is no indication of acceptable traffic and access arrangements.  This is due to the absence of any broader plan for the centre of Ealing which would relate the different blocks and proposed developments to each other, and no plan for traffic management through the centre as a whole.

3. The proposals to build on the south side of Haven Green over the north embankment of the Great Western railway line (the present BBC car park) are unacceptable, because

a. There would be no adequate space for servicing such buildings, of whatever height and nature, other than across the public open space

b. Significant building over the rail tracks has already been shown to create cost pressures which could not be met other than by an unacceptable quantum of housing

c. The visual intrusion on Haven Green, which at present offers a long vista over the railway cutting giving the visual illusion of greater extent than it fact has, would  truncate that longer view and foreshorten the public space

d. There would, over time if not immediately, be an adverse effect on the fine line of mature trees which mark the southern boundary and give the space much of its present character as a “haven”

e. It is impossible to see how adequate amenity space could be provided for any housing

f. The railway land below the car park should be safeguarded for future possible widening of the tracks.

4. There is no adequate reference to the need for integration with developments on site EAL07 (Ealing Broadway station), nor to the needs for a public transport interchange, for which this is one possible site.

5. Little note appears to have been taken of the points established at the public inquiry into the Glenkerrin application to develop this site, other than the pedestrian route across the site.

More open space and community use (eg for an arts centre facing a square or piazza opening across the rail tracks which would be a magnet for the surrounding region) would give this site a status and attraction to bring in more visitors to the town centre as a whole, to the wider benefit of all.
As noted elsewhere, high density on this site will result in high cost housing which will make it impossible to meet the required proportion of affordable homes.  Turning the centre of Ealing into a commuter’s residential area adjacent to the station would militate against the general borough strategy of providing homes for locally employed people and would not meet the demands of Ealing’s homeless population, particularly the need for family housing.
We object to the Potential Net Retail floorspace because too specific a quantum at this stage of uncertainty about the real needs for Ealing’s retail trade is unnecessary and unwise.

We object to the Potential Net Office floorspace because to attract premium office tenants into Ealing, as envisaged by the Strategy generally, requires quality accommodation of adequate size close to the station (ie within a “pedshed” of 400 m) rather than the much greater distance now contemplated in the strategy.

EAL07 Ealing Broadway Station

The proposed uses are muddled and the Interchange Study includes a large area (Haven Green) outside the site.  The preferred option under that study is totally unacceptable as a long-term solution to the need facing the centre of Ealing for a high-quality public transport interchange which is capable of expansion to meet the projected increase in passengers from Crossrail and any growth in visitors to the town centre for retail, leisure and other purposes.  The impact on Haven Green public open space of any of the interchange options as long-term solutions is clearly unacceptable.

Significant public investment is needed if this site is to be made into a genuine “gateway” for a reinvigorated Ealing town centre, and to capitalise on the opportunities offered by Crossrail.  The station area needs to include the present forecourt, and be part of a wider study which looks at revised traffic and pedestrian circulation across the whole of the area including the Arcadia site, and include the possible removal of through vehicular traffic by closing the northern spur of Ealing Broadway. It also needs to be seen in conjunction with the Arcadia site (EAL05), and not in isolation.

More of the options should have been presented for consultation from the Ealing Broadway Interchange Study, including the possibilities of providing a rail/tube/bus/taxi interchange, partly or wholly over the tracks to either side of the present road bridge.   The short-term financial constraints which militate against an immediate commitment to one of the more imaginative and therefore expensive options should not be permitted to close off the possibility of such development in the future.  No development should be permitted which would prevent this happening, by “safeguarding” land on both this site and on the Arcadia for a suitable combined solution.

An immediate need is to address the extremely poor access arrangements to the station and its platforms, and the Council should redouble its efforts to oblige Network Rail, First Great Western and TfL to recognise the serious and pressing nature of the problem, without waiting for Crossrail.

We object to the Potential Net Residential Units because, whilst a high density development would be acceptable as a solution to the wider needs of the area, the housing quantum is rather too high for a mixed-use development on this site, if all other proposed uses are to be  accommodated, particularly if an integrated transport interchange as well as premium office space is to be provided.

A well-designed genuine “gateway” should attract good retail tenants, as at other urban stations with significant footfall. Good design (unlike Villiers House) would be essential to attract sufficiently prominent commercial  office tenants.
� Ealing Local Development Framework: New Issues and Options for Planning your Borough - Strategy and Sites, September 2007





