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Page: Draft New London Plan

Section: N/A

Overall. Unlike previous revisions which were incremental in their approach, the New Plan introduces some quite radical changes to its 
predecessor. Many of these changes, and most particularly the deletion of FALP’s Table 3.2, have not been widely discussed or justified and 
no effort has been made to explain what their impact will be on the ground if they are accepted. Their full significance will only be revealed 
once the policies are introduced, but by then any public concerns will be brushed aside as the plan will have been adopted. Furthermore, the 
New Plan’s approach is overly full of aspirational policies. While many may sound impressive, too few have any prospect of being 
implemented. This is evident across the Plan, except in Chapters 4 (Housing) and 10 (Transport) where policies have specific targets that 
mean they will be the policies that are most rigidly implemented irrespective of the fine words elsewhere. This will exacerbate a growing trend 
over recent years for the Mayor’s comments on major planning applications referred to him concentrate on an ever-narrower set of concerns, 
with additional housing units dominating all other interests of good planning. Conflicts with individual policies – not least Policy 3.4 of the 
current plan – are ignored or dismissed inappropriately. A further problem is that the Plan is starting to encroach on non-strategic matters that 
should be for Boroughs rather than the Mayor. This is particularly the case for Policy D8 and its requirement that Boroughs must identify 
locations for tall buildings in their Plans. It is also evident in Policy H2’s requirement that there be a presumption in favour of development on 
small sites. By interfering in non-strategic areas like this the Plan is removing democratic accountability from too many areas of decision 
making. Inclusion in the London Plan will remove the requirement for locally elected representatives to justify their decisions to the people who 
elect them.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan


Page: Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities 

Section: N/A

This section is contradictory. The ammount of urban development is removing green and leisure space. high density devlopements are 
creating jurban jungles. No thought is given to youth leisure.

Page: Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities 

Section: 1.1.5

In line with the National Planning Policy Framework much greater clarity is required on the role that Neighbourhood Plans can play and their 
value in making distinctive places. As so many of the policies in the New Plan are of an aspirational nature, it needs to be made clear which 
policies are ‘strategic’ policies to the extent that Neighbourhood Plans should be in general conformity with them and which areas may be left 
open to Neighbourhood Plans to shape. More generally, the New Plan appears to be turning its back on engaging with communities. While 
local engagement may never have been high on their list of priorities, previous versions of the plan did at least carry numerous references to 
the need to engage locally over development proposals. The only references to local engagement in the New Plan appear to be those at para 
1.1.5 quoted above and a Glossary’s definition of the term, ‘community engagement’. The scale of the changes proposed in this plan are huge 
but there is no public endorsement of them. The serious risk is that this omission will create an upsurge of criticism against development 
proposals that communities find unacceptable. The consequences would be unpredictable but potentially very difficult to manage.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-1-planning-london-s-future-good-growth-policies/policy-gg1-building
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-1-planning-london-s-future-good-growth-policies/policy-gg1-building
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-1-planning-london-s-future-good-growth-policies/policy-gg1-building#r-1.1.5


Page: Policy SD7 Town centre network

Section: N/A

Very extensive evidence was submitted in previous rounds of the Plan that when assessed against the criteria the Plan sets out, Ealing no 
longer merits its classification as a Metropolitan Centre. Metropolitan centres are supposed to serve wide catchments extending over several 
boroughs, contain 100,000 m2 retail, leisure and service floorspace and have a significant proportion of high-order comparison goods relative 
to convenience goods. Ealing has only been able to hold on to its metropolitan centre designation thanks to the highly dubious combination of 
two separate centres - Ealing and West Ealing - which are 1km apart. Between them these two places may once have boasted higher level 
attractions when the retail hierarchy was first established, but neither has kept pace with changes within the West London sub region and both 
struggle to attract customers even from within the Borough. Department stores, leisure and other town centre attractions have now departed 
both centres which do little more than attract convenience shoppers and coffee drinkers. Successive rounds of planning have done nothing to 
reverse this decline, and the continuing misclassification of the centre makes a mockery of what the hierarchy claims to be for. It has created 
a policy vacuum which policy makers at all levels appear to have totally turned their back on.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-2-spatial-development-patterns/policy-sd7-town-centre-network


Page: Policy D2 Delivering good design

Section: N/A

This catch-all policy establishes the Plan’s new approach as being that of ‘design led planning’. It sounds impressive but a close reading of it 
shows it to be a policy that offers no measurable criteria in relation to specific development proposals. Almost certainly it will prove impossible 
to enforce. And if this policy fails, most other of the Plan’s key policies, particularly those relating to the much more ambitious Housing targets 
will prove equally unenforceable. So while it may appear attractive, there is a very serious danger that this policy alone will unleash a new 
wave of speculative development proposals that will prove impossible to regulate. The risks of basing the overall Plan on such immeasurable 
aspirations is particularly high at the present time when budget cuts have caused many boroughs - certainly the London Borough of Ealing - to 
run down the capacity of their planning departments - particularly where they concern design skills - to the point that they are almost non-
existent. However attractive the policy sounds the lack of expertise in the Borough make it incapable of being implemented.

Page: Policy D3 Inclusive design

Section: N/A

As currently worded, this policy promises far more than it can ever deliver. A much clearer commitment to genuinely inclusive design is 
required. Design can only be inclusive if it involves and takes account of the people who will be affected by a development. The growing trend 
in London over recent years has been to exclude communities from decisions that affect them, leaving decisions about fundamental changes 
in the hands of technocrats who are unfamiliar with a locality and as often as not less knowledgeable about a development than groups 
wanting to input into the decisions. A worrying democratic deficit is developing and it is leading to a growing dissatisfaction with the planning 
system.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d2-delivering-good-design
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d3-inclusive-design


Page: Policy D4 Housing quality and standards

Section: N/A

These standards are too low. They fall further than ever short of Parker Morris standards and are insufficient to meet the needs of individuals 
and families. Unfortunately too many developments in Ealing fail to provide accommodation of this level which means that new slums are 
being built. It must therefore be a requirement of the plan that these standards are a minimum, below which no residential development 
should be accepted.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d4-housing-quality-and-standards


Page: Policy D6 Optimising housing density

Section: N/A

The loss of the Density Matrix (Table 3.2 of FALP) is extremely concerning. Notwithstanding the fact that Ealing planners have persistently 
misapplied this policy - members are routinely misadvised along such lines that ‘Density is not to be used mechanistically but rather as a 
guide to assist high quality design.’ - it is one that has been the bedrock of the London Plan for a decade. Greater residential densities than 
the matrix provides for may well be necessary and appropriate in some locations but there is no reason why the matrix should be totally 
jettisoned with so little debate. London has a distinct quality that distinguishes it from other cities, and this has much to do with its built form 
and the density of its development. The Plan should seek to understand these qualities and employ policies to protect and enhance them. 
This is what the Density matrix sought to do. A particular concern in this regard is removal of any distinction between the different settings of 
sites in London, leaving the determination of the appropriate density of a new development to the discretion of a design review panel. The 
proposed replacement of the matrix with the much looser set of criteria for establishing optimal housing densities will effectively remove all 
checks on developers’ natural propensity to overdevelop unsuitable sites. The matrix at least put some curbs on the way that developers 
valued new sites. The hope values raised by its removal will trigger a bidding war for sites and a new rise in lad prices. Equally as bad as we 
say in our comments on Policy D2, the design-led approach which is proposed as an alternative, is so woolly in its wording that it will 
accelerate the decline in architectural standards or respect for site context. We object too to this policy’s suggestion that residential 
development will be related to infrastructure provision - it is far too imprecise. While the sentiment is right, the policy has no teeth and, as it is 
expressed, it will be incapable of being implemented. 

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d6-optimising-housing-density


Page: Policy D8 Tall buildings

Section: N/A

We object to the unquestioning acceptance of the need for tall buildings across the whole of London - an idea that is based on no evidence 
whatsoever. Previous versions of the London Plan have made it clear that increasing residential densities does not necessarily require tall 
buildings and we can see no justification why this long-standing policy needs to change. Furthermore, tall buildings are not a strategic matter 
that the London Plan ought even to be discussing, except where they impact on strategic concerns such as strategic views. This is borne out 
by the three categories of impact this policy identifies which are all for Boroughs to consider. We do not agree that Boroughs should be 
required to include suitable locations for tall buildings in their development plans as this will establish the principle that tall buildings are a 
requirement across the capital. We object particularly strongly to the idea that tall buildings are needed as an aid to navigation which is a 
contention without any justification. Historically, folk may have used church towers, to help guide them through unfamiliar territory but these 
were invariably individually designed and in harmony with the landscape. In our age of SatNav and smart phones the need for assistance from 
the anonymous boxes sprouting across the capital has never been less.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d8-tall-buildings


Page: Policy H1 Increasing housing supply

Section: N/A

We object to Policy H1 as it applies to the London Borough of Ealing. In our view, Table 4.1 imposes a disproportionate burden on the 
Borough in providing the new homes London undoubtedly needs. The SHLAA does not justify Ealing’s targets either in absolute terms nor as 
they compare with nearby boroughs. If they are adopted they will destroy many of the Borough’s most cherished neighbourhoods which have 
already been seriously damaged over the past 10 years by a rising number of very badly planned and increasingly insensitive re-
developments which are doing serious harm to established neighbourhoods. The borough, is expected to deliver 28,000 new homes over the 
next 10 years or 2,800 per annum. Of all London Boroughs it is expected to deliver the largest increase over the targets set by the 2011 
London Plan, and this does not include new development in the Old Oak opportunity area which has its own entry. Development on this scale 
is comparable to the creation of a new town. New towns have traditionally been distinguished by careful planning to determine where so many 
homes would be built. Such plans do not exist in Ealing. The nearest thing Ealing has is a core strategy which was adopted in 2012 and 
provides for 14,000 new homes to be built over a 15 year period – or 890 homes per annum. Most of the sites identified in the core strategy 
have already been built out, or will be shortly. At an occupancy rate of 3 people per unit, the population of the Borough would increase by 
around 84,000 people if the London Plan’s target is to be met, or by 25%. A huge range of infrastructure and services would be required to 
support so many new residents, but our borough is currently experiencing a sharp decline in the services our communities rely on. Our 
hospital and police stations are due to close, civic buildings are being sold off, new school provision cannot keep pace with current demand, 
our main library is to be reduced by two thirds and our green spaces are being sold off and/or built over. Is anyone considering what new 
demands the growth in numbers will put on systems that are being reduced this way? In short, therefore, while there can be no argument 
about the need for more homes, the London Plan’s targets will completely transform the Borough. They raise – or they should raise - serious 
questions about the implications for the quality of life both for new and existing residents.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-4-housing/policy-h1-increasing-housing-supply


Page: Policy H2 Small sites

Section: N/A

Policy H2 raises very great concerns for many residents in Ealing and we object to it strongly. The Borough has a longstanding and well 
publicised problem of ‘beds in sheds’ and unauthorised HMOs which the planning authority has proved powerless to manage. We are 
concerned that the presumption in favour of intensifying residential uses will encourage the proliferation of substandard housing conversions 
and homes in residential back gardens by unscrupulous developers intent only on making a quick buck. We are particularly concerned with 
the very large numbers of new units that Ealing is expected to deliver on small sites, especially when the borough is compared with its 
neighbours which have similar densities of developments. We note that the numbers appear to have been derived from the SHLAA but this 
does not explain the differences between similar boroughs. The discrepancies between boroughs is particularly worrying given paragraph 
4.2.5’s assertion that the character of some neighbourhoods needs to evolve. We recognise very clearly the urgent need for more housing in 
London, particularly those that meet the needs of ordinary people, but what is the justification for Ealing neighbourhoods ‘evolving’ so much 
more drastically than those of its neighbours? We have little confidence in the encouragement that the draft plan gives to Boroughs to produce 
design codes. The denudation of planning capacity in Ealing has left the Borough with zero capacity to undertake such exercises or even to 
commission them. We are equally unimpressed by the protection the policy purports to provide to heritage assets. Ealing as a Borough has 
just one conservation officer who deals with heritage assets on only two days a week. Few other of the borough’s planners appear to have 
even basic training in this area. The presumption in favour of development within the curtilage of a dwelling house would set its back on the 
safeguards against garden grabbing that Greg Clark introduced in 2010. It will intensify the loss of family accommodation through conversion 
of family homes into houses of multiple occupancy which has become an accelerating trend in recent years. The new opportunities this policy 
would create will drive up house prices as developers compete for available sites. This will put traditional family homes ever further from the 
reach of normal families.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-4-housing/policy-h2-small-sites


Page: Policy H3 Monitoring housing targets

Section: N/A

We support the practice of monitoring housing targets and believe that annual reporting should be mandatory for Boroughs as we would note 
that the London Borough of Ealing has failed to produce an Annual Monitoring Report to cover any period beyond 2014. Given the ambitious 
new housing numbers, it is important that AMRs also report in detail spending on s.106 contributions and the implementation of other key 
conditions that are attached to major development planning approvals.

Page: Policy H12 Housing size mix

Section: N/A

We support what this policy says. It is of crucial importance if London is ever to have the correct mix of accommodation that its people need. A 
diverse and balanced community needs a mix of housing stock suitable for all. Our concern is that the residential developments in Ealing 
almost invariably fail to demonstrate this thinking. The Mayor must insist that proposals for new residential developments demonstrate that the 
requirements of the boroughs current and future residents are being catered for

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-4-housing/policy-h3-monitoring-housing-targets
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-4-housing/policy-h12-housing-size-mix


Page: Policy S1 Developing London's social infrastructure

Section: N/A

This policy is absolutely crucial at a time of rapid population growth. Our concern is that it has not been and will not be observed. Almost every 
site that becomes available is given over to new housing. Social infrastructure in all its forms is not keeping pace. With an average occupancy 
rate of 3 people per new dwelling unit, the Borough of Ealing’s population of Ealing will grow over the next 10 years by 84,000 people – 
roughly the equivalent of present day Stevenage. New towns like Stevenage were carefully planned in terms of infrastructure provision, but 
not in Ealing.

Page: Chapter 7 Heritage and Culture

Section: N/A

This policy is absolutely crucial at a time of rapid population growth. Our concern is that it has not been and will not be observed. Almost every 
site that becomes available is given over to new housing. Social infrastructure in all its forms is not keeping pace. With an average occupancy 
rate of 3 people per new dwelling unit, the Borough of Ealing’s population of Ealing will grow over the next 10 years by 84,000 people – 
roughly the equivalent of present day Stevenage. New towns like Stevenage were carefully planned in terms of infrastructure provision, but 
not in Ealing.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-5-social-infrastructure/policy-s1-developing-londons-social
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture


Page: Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth

Section: N/A

As stated, the policies are laudable. They reflect the guidance provided in eg the NPPF and as such are not dissimilar to the policies in the 
existing London Plan. Our concern is in the way the policy is applied in Ealing - or not applied. There are too many examples of developments 
that manifestly conflict with the Plan’s heritage policies which the Mayor disregards when he is consulted about proposals. The policy 
therefore needs to be much more tightly drawn to prevent this, and when commenting on Borough proposals either in their local plans or on 
major developments referred to him, the Mayor should insist that HC1 policies are implemented as completely as the Plan’s housing policies.

Page: Policy HC5 Supporting London's culture and creative industries

Section: N/A

We strongly support the vision behind this policy. Our concern is that like similar policies in previous plans, no effort will be made to implement 
it. Instead, with the very strong drive to provide additional housing on every available site, this policy will carry no weight in practice. For 
example, where major proposals are referred to the Mayor where cultural or creative industries should be promoted they will not be because 
additional housing will be seen to be the greater priority.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture/policy-hc1-heritage-conservation-and-growth
https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture/policy-hc5-supporting-londons-culture-and


Page: Annex One Town Centre Network

Section: N/A

Very extensive evidence was submitted in previous rounds of the Plan that when assessed against the criteria the Plan sets out, Ealing no 
longer merits its classification as a Metropolitan Centre. Metropolitan centres are supposed to serve wide catchments extending over several 
boroughs, contain 100,000 m2 retail, leisure and service floorspace and have a significant proportion of high-order comparison goods relative 
to convenience goods. Ealing has only been able to hold on to its metropolitan centre designation thanks to the highly dubious combination of 
two separate centres - Ealing and West Ealing - which are 1km apart. Between them these two places may once have boasted higher level 
attractions when the retail hierarchy was first established, but neither has kept pace with changes within the West London sub region and both 
struggle to attract customers even from within the Borough. Department stores, leisure and other town centre attractions have now departed 
both centres which do little more than attract convenience shoppers and coffee drinkers. Successive rounds of planning have done nothing to 
reverse this decline, and the continuing misclassification of the centre makes a mockery of what the hierarchy claims to be for. It has created 
a policy vacuum which policy makers at all levels appear to have totally turned their back on.

https://wwwtest.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/annex-one-town-centre-network

