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EALING: ISSUES & OPTIONS LDF: 19 OCTOBER 2007

Para. 2.8

Government requires affordable housing to be provided along with market housing on residential sites that can cater for at least 15 dwellings (PPS3). Local Planning Authorities can set lower minimum thresholds, where viable and practicable. The London Plan sets a strategic target for affordable housing provision of 50 per cent of total housing developed.

The HBF notes this statement, and we would highlight that paragraph 29 of PPS3 requires the local planning authority to set out in its development plan documents its affordable housing targets and thresholds and that these should reflect economic viability considerations and the impact of applying onerous new policies on overall housing delivery (paragraph 29). These should be included in a DPD rather than an SPD so that these factors can be independently examined and tested. 

Paragraph 29 also makes it clear that local planning authorities must undertake an informed assessment of the economic viability of any thresholds and proportions of affordable housing proposed on the back of Strategic Housing Market Assessments. Thus, even in the context of the London Plan target of 50%, Government guidance makes it clear that this is a matter for local determination reflecting local and site specific considerations.  It may be reasonable, in the circumstances, for Ealing to take the view that adhering rigidly to the London wide 50% target, could lead to viability and delivery problems on certain sites within the borough. 

Para. 2.9

The recently amended London Plan requires Ealing to provide a minimum of 915 new homes per year until 2016/17. The London Plan requirement from 2017/18 to 2026 is still to be determined. However an indicative range of between 300 and 690 has been provided in the Further Alterations to the London Plan (2006).

Policy must be based on robust and credible evidence. Paragraph 32 of PPS3 Housing states that:

“The level of housing provision should be determined taking a strategic, evidence-based approach”

The housing target for Ealing as set out in the Alterations to the London Plan – to provide 9,150 additional new homes (with an annual monitoring target of 915) by 2016/17 – should only serve as an indicative figure for the number of new homes needed within the borough. Ealing is still required to carry out its Strategic Housing Market Assessment to gauge true need and demand and to conduct the complementary Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to ensure that a sufficient number of viable development sites are brought forward. Ealing should not relinquish its housing responsibilities by hiding behind estimated figures in the Alterations to the London Plan. The Mayor has made clear that the housing targets set are minimum targets to be exceeded wherever possible (see Policy 3A.2). The council should treat this figure as the minima and endeavour to exceed this. The consequence of failing to deliver sufficient new homes will be increased pressure on the existing housing market, contributing to rising house prices and worsening affordability.  

LDF Objectives

No 4. Ensuring sufficient, high quality accommodation for all Ealing’s residents

We suggest this section is re-drafted to reflect the need for Ealing to accommodate future residents too, otherwise this objective could be misread as a commitment on Ealing’s part to provide only sufficient housing to meet the needs of its existing residents.

Possible Futures

Paragraph 3.3

A: Following Established Policies (UDP)
B: Embracing Change
C: Protecting the Past. 

3.3 They are alternative approaches to implementing the borough-wide objectives, and to planning for sustainable communities in the different areas of the borough over the next 10 –15 years. Each of these futures is based on the principle that we must manage growth in a sustainable way so that we are able to meet our present needs and ensure that future generations are also able to meet their needs. 

The Policies adopted in the previous UDP will have to be re-tested through this Issues and Options consultation phase: there can be no assumption that these can simply be carried forward into the LDF documents. 

‘Sustainability’ arguments in the form of environmental and historic environnment policies should not be deployed speciously by Ealing to prevent the need for growth and the need to provide additional housing within the borough. For example, Ealing already has a substantial number of conservation areas (29 when last counted in 2006) and increasing numbers of these, as well as extensions to existing areas, will severely constrain the amount of previously developed land available to developers. We should also bear in mind the socially inequitable consequences of policies dressed-up in the language of ‘sustainability’: more privileged districts insulating themselves from intensification at the expense of poorer ones, such as Southall, where development has to be concentrated.   

Issue 1.2 To what extent should we expect new development to blend in with the existing townscape?

What is in sympathy with ‘local character’ can be a highly subjective matter and serve as an excuse to reject high-density schemes put forward by developers. Of the suggested options, Option 1.2(3): “Indicate those aspects of existing townscape, design and materials in specific areas that should be incorporated into new development within the area” would probably serve developers best, forewarning them of any likely design constraints or requirements in an area.
Issue 1.3 How should we plan for tall buildings?

Ealing should provide a definition of what constitutes a tall-building (is this over 30 metres in height as suggested in one of the options? Does the London Plan include a definition?) Our preference would be for Ealing to indicate those areas where it considers such buildings would be inappropriate, and explain why, so that developer resources are not wasted working-up schemes only for these to be subsequently rejected as unsuitable and out-of-character in certain areas.

Issue 2.1 How should we plan for designated open space

Issue 2.2 How should we plan for green space outside the designated areas

Planning for green space is an important component part of any successful development and the creation of attractive communities. The HBF would be concerned, however, if the provision of additional green space began to take precedence over housing supply, rather than both being delivered in tandem.  

Issue 3.1 How should we increase the generation of renewable energy

The house-building industry strongly supports of the need to consider energy efficiency and incorporate energy efficient technologies (where relevant) in the design process. However, the industry believes that the best way to improve the energy efficiency of new housing stock and to promote renewable energy is through innovations in materials and technology development and the economies of scale available to house builders to incorporate the best of these new technologies in the construction process, not by setting arbitrary targets that are un-measurable (for example how do you measure a 20% reduction in energy consumption on a new development?) We feel that the prescription of minimum percentages for the incorporation of certain types of micro-renewable energy is neither constructive nor beneficial in helping to tackle the long-term challenge of climate change.

The generation of energy via micro-renewables will not help to reduce carbon emissions (for many reasons, but not least because of the energy consumed by domestic appliances inside the home). The reduction of CO2 is therefore best tackled through the design and construction of homes, and, at the macro-scale, through investment in cleaner power generation by Central Government. A plethora of micro-renewables spread across the UK’s 25 million homes, needing routine servicing (by people in vans) and eventual replacement after a couple of decades, strikes us as an inefficient use of resources.

The provision of neighbourhood power supplies should be a function of the energy industry and Central Government, not of housebuilders. 

Issue 3.2 How should we promote sustainable design and construction?

We would support Option 3.2a (Implement the Building Regulations) as being closest to the HBF’s views on this matter. The tendency to impose other standards through SPD’s is a growing problem and contrary to Government policy. Paragraph 30 of Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1) states that:

“Design policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements, such as those set out in the Building Regulations for energy efficiency.”   


The industry is already in the process of getting ready to deliver the Code for Sustainable Homes and in many instances is already voluntarily delivering the code at level 3 across many schemes.

Issue 3.6 How can we deal with the risk of flooding in Ealing

Option B suggests locating residential development away from high-risk areas. This is possibly unrealistic. In broad terms, substantial parts of London are at risk from flooding, as is the Thames Gateway, but we cannot use this as an excuse not to build the homes that people need, especially in areas that could benefit from regeneration (as PPS25 allows). Flood prevention will need to be addressed by Central Government and protection and remediation measures are being addressed in the design and construction of homes by the house-building industry. 

4.8 Ealing’s population is expected to grow over the plan period, and the number of households, particularly smaller households, is also increasing rapidly. There is also a recognised shortage of family housing and problems of overcrowding and empty or neglected properties in some areas of Ealing. The borough must accommodate growth in the most sustainable way possible and in a way that provides appropriate, high quality housing for all. 

The HBF welcomes Ealing’s acknowledgement of the shortage of housing within the borough and the need for additional homes for both smaller households as well as familiy sized units. We would emphasise that it is for the housebuilders to respond to market signals identified through household projections and Strategic Hosung Market Assessments. It would be wholly inappropriate for the local authority to try to direct the type of unit built and mix on-site without reference to this market research and force developers to build larger units of accommodation for which there is little demand (demand equating with what people are willing and able to buy). This would be counter-productive, a waste of scare land resource and would lower densities in London and so the overall supply of new housing at a time when the policy is to achieve a step-change in housing supply. This is contrary to Government Policy as set out in PPS3, paragraph 22, which only allows local authorities to dictate the mix of the affordable element of housing schemes, not the market element. 

Moreover, seeking to dicate the size of unit on the affordable element of any residential scheme has the same negative consequences in housing supply. 

4.9 This growth could follow an ‘Embracing Change’ approach of high-density, high quality residential development in town centres and with more identified housing sites. Alternatively, development could follow a ‘Protect the Past’ approach of renovation and extension of existing buildings, including some conversions of non-residential property to new housing. High-density, centralised provision of housing may put pressure on services and open space in town centres, and may not provide the larger family homes that are required, whilst a more low-key programme of rehabilitation may not provide as many homes in the long term. Difficult choices may have to be made, but which approach would you prefer to see? 

We would challenge whether the ‘Embracing Change’ or ‘Protect the Past’ policy approaches are useful guides to development within the borough. We feel this is an artificial contrast – setting-up the two approaches to development as mutually opposed when, in actuality, most development schemes contain elements of both. Moreover, we would challenge whether the approach advocated by Ealing is a legitimate one given the requirement in PPS3 to deliver a “step-change in housing delivery, through a new, more responsive approach to land supply at the local level.” PPS3 makes no reference to LPAs being able to adopt either heriitage-informed or laissez-faire style approaches to meeting its housing needs. The approaches outlined above seems contrary to this overarching objective.

We would also argue that many high-density, high quality residential schemes would be appropriate within some conservation areas (afterall Ealing’s Bedford Park was built at a density of 40 dwellings per hectare – well within PPS3’s guide for residential densities). Such schemes could help to ‘enhance’ the quality of conservation areas by allowing these to evolve rather than being frozen-in-time, and help to disperse the pressure on services and open space which you have already identified as a possible problem attending the concentration of development in town centres. Conversely, many town centres would benefit from the protection of their better historic elements fitting-in alongside new development.

Issue 4.1 How can we improve housing in Ealing

All three options have a role to play in meeting Ealing’s housing needs. 

Issue 4.2 How can we maintain an adequate supply of housing in the borough? 

We would question whether these are really options at all and whether all three should be pursued vigorously by Ealing. Paragraph 53 of PPS3 calls on LPAs to identify “broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption (of the LDF)”. It also requires LPAs to monitor sites for housing (see paragraph 75) and carry out Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments to ensure an adequate five year supply of deliverable land (paragraph 54). 

More importantly still, paragraph 38 of PPS3 expects LPAs to: 

“set out in the Local Development Documents their policies and strategies for delivering the level of housing provision, including identifying broad locations and specific sites that will enable continuous delivery of housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption…”

While Option B does refer to forward planning over five year periods, we feel that this section should take much closer account of Government policy, and commit to proper forward planning over a period of at least 15 years.

Paragraphs 62-67 of PPS3 addresses how LPAs should monitor the implementation of its housing strategy, requiring them to “ensure performance is achieved in line with the housing and previously-developed land trajectories”. Thus, rather than an option, as set out in Option A, we feel that monitoring (of both land supply and housing delivery) must form an essential component of Ealing’s overall strategy. 

Issue 4.3 How can we maximise affordable housing?

Option 4.3a

The HBF objects to the rigid application of minimum thresholds for affordable housing. This must be a matter for local and site specific determination. Dictating thresholds could prove counter-productive, rendering many eligible sites incapable of economic development. Escalating affordable housing demands by local authorities will threaten the financial viability of some schemes, or else may reduce land values on some sites to levels unacceptable to land owners, or rendering the land uncompetitive compared to the current or alternative non-residential use. 

Issue 4.4 How can we meet the array of house sizes and types 

The Council should not be too prescriptive regarding the type of affordable housing to be provided by private residential development. There is a need for all types and sizes of affordable housing and the range of affordable housing provided through a development should reflect this broad need as well as having a regard to the economics of provision, the availability of subsidy and individual site constraints.

It is important that the Council does not lose sight of the importance of housing delivery when negotiating the size and type of affordable housing provision, and should apply this mix flexibly to avoid endangering development proposals. Over-ambitions affordable housing thresholds, like the Mayor’s target of 50% on sites of 15 or more units, if applied too rigidly, may actually reduce the supply of housing, thereby worsening affordability overall. If an LPA demands that a developer provides lower-density housing for the Affordable Housing contribution, or sets minimum standards for all residential development across the borough, fewer units will ultimately be built on a site. 

Issue 5.7 How should we plan for parking within the borough

The HBF favours adopting a flexible approach to car-parking provision. Developers should not be required to provide more parking provisions than they or prospective occupants may require, especially in urban areas, where public transport is likely to be at an optimum. Equally, some developments may only be marketable if sufficient car-parking space is provided. Therefore, of the three options outlined, we would tend to favour option B (to plan positively for car parks in town centres, and relate parking provision in new development to public transport accessibility, within Outer London maxima).

Issue 10.4 How should we plan for play space for the borough’s children and young people

Option A calls for a minimum of 3 square metres of play-space per child bed-space in addition to garden space. We judge this as too inflexible since it fails to take into proper account existing play area provision which could result in an over-provision of such spaces within the borough. Additionally it fails to take into account the nature of the residential development proposed. For example, certain developments such as retirement properties and one-bed apartments are unlikely to generate demand for children’s play facilities. We would tend to favour option C which allows for “developers to take account and cater for the impact of their developments” reading this as implying that developers will be allowed to assess the likely need for play-space based upon the nature of the development and existing provision (subject to agreement with the planning department), as opposed to the application of a uniform standard across the borough. 

Issue 8.1

How should heath facilties be distributed across the borough?

HBF is concerned that the council is proceeding under a fundamental min-interpretation of the purpose of planning obligations and Government policy in respect of their implementation. As is set out in Government Policy in Circular 05/2005, planning obligations can be sought to ensure that new development makes adequate provision for the infrastructure necessary to serve it. If general benefits for the community at large arise as a consequence of new development making provision for infrastructure primarily to serve the development itself, that is fine. But securing benefits for the existing community or maximising the provision of community benefits should not be the prime objectives of the policy. While some commercial functions may give rise to heath and safety concerns (and this would be addressed under separate legislation) planning obligations should not be sought to provide or subsidise council health services. 

Issue 10.3

How should we plan for higher and university education development in the borough?
HBF is very concerned that in many instances in this Issues and Options document that the Council appears to be attempting to use planning obligations as a means of getting developers to fund general Council Services. Circular 5/05 gives clear guidance on what local authorities can reasonably seek from developers via Planning Obligations, and in what circumstances. 

Paragraph B4 states that Planning Obligations are unlikely to be required for all developments. Paragraph B5 goes on to state that: “The Secretary of State’s policy requires, amongst other factors, that planning obligations are only sought where they meet all of the following tests. 

A planning obligation must be:

(i) relevant to planning;

(ii) necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms;

(iii) directly related to the proposed development;

(iv) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development; and

(v)       reasonable in all other respects.
The rest of the guidance in the Circular should be read in the context of these tests, which must be met by all local planning authorities in seeking planning obligations”.

Paragraph B9 goes on to say that within these categories of acceptable obligations, what is sought must also be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development and reasonable in all other respects (my emphasis). For example, developers may reasonably be expected to pay for or contribute to the cost of all, or that part of, additional infrastructure provision which would not have been necessary but for their development. The effect of the infrastructure investment may be to confer some wider benefit on the community but payments should be directly related in scale to the impact which the proposed development will make. Planning obligations should not be used solely to resolve existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision or to secure contributions to the achievement of wider planning objectives that are not necessary to allow consent to be given for a particular development (my emphasis).

I would also draw attention to paragraph B10 which states that in some instances it may not be feasible for the proposed development to meet all the requirements set out in local, regional and national planning policies and still be economically viable. In such cases, and where the development is needed to meet the aims of the development plan (as in the case of much needed housing), it is for the local authority and other public sector agencies to decide what is to be the balance of contributions made by developers and by the public sector infrastructure providers in its area supported, for example, by local or central taxation. So, in order to encourage housing development, Ealing may wish to provide the necessary infrastructure itself, in order to enable development to be acceptable in planning terms and therefore proceed, thereby contributing to the sustainability of the local area. In such cases, decisions on the level of contributions should be based on negotiation with developers over the level of contribution that can be demonstrated as reasonable to be made whilst still allowing development to take place.

