
Susan New 
                                                                Rep.no.DS58 

3.Matter 3- 
Site specific issues for Development Sites 
 
Area 1-Acton 3.3/3.4 (ACT2 & 3) 
 
Core Strategy 2.2./2.3 
 
Regenerate Acton Town Centre/ South Acton 
(c) To improve the public domain, including the market square at The Mount, King 
Street, High Street and Churchfield Road and ensure that design has proper regard 
to the conservation area and listed building designations throughout the town centre. 
 
(d)To make improved public transport, pedestrian and cycling and urban realm 
enhancements                                                                                                     
including improvement of pedestrian and cycle access to and from South Acton 
Estate and the retention of existing levels of town centre parking in Acton. 
 
Basically I think there should be a more holistic approach to the regeneration of 
Acton Town centre and South Acton. In 2009 the Council underwent a Regeneration 
Programme for Shop Improvements for Acton Town Centre with very laudable goals 
(Appendix A) and so far there is little evidence of anything being achieved especially 
along the High Street.  

       
 
The Acton Town Centre Conservation Area Management Plan (2009) also outlined 
the main problems. (Appendix B).There was also a Vision for Acton produced in 
2002. 
 
In my submission re ACT 2 (65-70) I  think I made a reasoned argument why the 
proposed development was not suitable for the site and like many of the sites 
proposed in town centres there was an emphasis on it being a gateway and the 
possibility of residential units. The Market Square has been ’improved’ at least twice 
in the past ten years. 
 



My approach would be the Jane Jacobs approach in that before any development 
occurs in a town centre that there is a move to utilise all the space above shops 
(there are many empty floors above shops in Acton) and that there should be smaller 
‘in fill’ developments. I have seen only one of the latter in Hanwell (Conservation 
Area) and it worked very well except that it was never quite finished according to the 
plan. 
 

  
 
The fascia board was never put up and the owner decided to plaster the window 
with advertising. 
 
There has been a lot of improvement in the shopping area along Churchfield Road 
near the restored Acton Central station and the frontages there could be used to 
illustrate what can be achieved. 
 
This area is also in the Conservation Area and near ACT3 –THE Oaks Shopping 
Centre. 
I did not comment on this site as there was an ongoing application for development 
on this site. However the 2011 application has been withdrawn and there is a current 
one pending-PP/2013/3154-part of which is for an 11 storey block on a former burial 
ground. 
Does it abide to the site design principles? 
‘Successfully integration will depend on an innovative and creative layout that 
responds to size and structure of existing blocks within the town centre to avoid a 
monolithic and incongruous development.’ 
 
 

I think that Acton Town Centre could be revitalised if more flats above shops 
(London Plan 2.72’there is scope to bring redundant offices or under used space 
above shops into more active uses ,especially housing’.) were occupied and more 
emphasis was placed on improving the townscape especially the shopfronts. 

Large scale development is unnecessary. 



Personally I think the whole of Acton could be revitalised if a radical new approach to 
South Acton was instigated. Various ideas have been mooted over the years but 
since there have been vast improvements to the London Overground it is even more 
important now that there should be easy access to South Acton Station from the 
High Street and Acton Town Station. 

Access is dependent on a completely different layout to the South Acton Estate. I did 
comment briefly on the estate at the time of the Core Strategy consultation but since 
then the Policy Exchange has produced a document-Create Streets (January 2013 
and more quotes in Matter 5) that reiterates improvement ideas concerning council 
estates and high rising living that were first mooted in the early 70s by Oscar 
Newman i.e. tower blocks are not suitable for families and that the same density 
could be achieved using low rise. 

If the Create Streets ideas were applied to South Acton there would be a series of 
streets not blocks and therefore the streets could be integrated into the town centre. 
The number of habitable rooms would remain the same. 

Core Strategy 2.2 (d) mentions only cycling and pedestrian access to South Acton 
but I have never understood why there cannot be a bus that links various parts of 
Acton to the Overground-South Acton & Acton Central. In East London there are bus 
routes with smaller buses that can go down narrower streets. Originally the Core 
Strategy mentioned the West London Orbital, an underground line linking the NW to 
the SW, but this was cancelled by the Mayor in favour of the Overground. 

 



Susan New 
Rep.no.DS58 

Matter 3.Area 2-Ealing 
 
3.5 
 
Core Strategy 2.5.Regenerate Ealing Town centre 
 
Sections (a) to (e) 
 
I don’t think the development sites proposed will revitalise Ealing Metropolitan Centre 
(not including W.Ealing) as there is too much emphasis on providing additional 
homes and office space. In fact there are only really 3 sites that should be included 
in the Central Area -EAL3-Arcadia, EAL5-Lamertons and EAL6-The Cinema Site. It is 
unlikely that the site -EAL4-Ealing Broadway Centre will have any major changes 
made to it within the time scale of the Core Strategy. 
 
If one looks at the AMR report for 2011-2012-Ealing Metropolitan Town Centre re 
‘the programme of projects was established for Central Ealing, the aims being to 
improve the vitality of the town centre to make it a better place to live, work, visit 
and shop’ all that seems to have happened, as usual, is new paving and the odd new 
shopfront. 
 
However what it fails to mention is that numerous shopfronts have also been put in 
that don’t abide by Shopfront Guidance, none of the Dickens Yard retail units have 
opened and we still don’t have a cinema. 
Most of the locally listed Edwardian shopping parades (in the Conservation Areas) 
still have a mish mash of frontages despite the fact that some of them have been 
recently put in. This is despite numerous objections to shopfront applications and 
examples given of where best practice is achieved in other boroughs like 
Westminster and Richmond. 
 
Virtually every idea put forward to revitalise the town centre by Council officers in 
the Ealing Metropolitan Area is small scale and frequently unsuccessful. The most 
recent example was a pop up market outside the Town Hall on a Saturday where, on 
a weekend the footfall is negligible, other than weddings, and some of the stalls fell 
in the road. Not a great success. 
 
Great emphasis is put on the Summer Comedy and Jazz festival but that only lasts 
for a couple of weeks and Pitzhanger Manor and Gallery is not exactly buzzing with 
cultural activities. 
 
Ealing cannot compete with Westfield and so there should be a drastic change in 
approach to retail and the emphasis should be put on regenerating Ealing’s heritage-
both built and cultural- by providing facilities other than just shops so people will be 
encouraged to visit the Town Centre. 
 
In this respect there are only 3 sites available for this purpose but judging by the 
application for part of the Arcadia site we seem to be going down the budget retail 
route i.e.TK Maxx, Morrison’s and a McDonalds not unlike the Broadway Centre. 



I would like to point out that I thought it was rather pedantic of the planning dept. 
just to dismiss my comments re EAL3 just because I used the SPD on the site as a 
guide. 
 
I think the ideas I presented for the Lamertons site (EAL5.DS58-32-36) and the 
Cinema site (DS58-32-36) are quite achievable but they were not accepted. 
    
 
         
   
                                              
 
 



Susan New 
Rep.no.DS 58 
Matter Three 
Area 2 Ealing 
 
3.6 
 
Personally I think there should be a more holistic approach to W.Ealing. There have 
been a few recent ‘fill in’ developments-the flats above Cudi, the flats above Iceland, 
9 units next to the Grosvenor Clinic and Aviation Court. Slightly earlier ones (UDP 
sites) are the flats above Wilkinson’s (former M&S building) and Lido House (a 
former cinema). Unfortunately all these developments have included white or cream 
render, with the odd bit of grey or black paint, and have not used the brick 
vernacular. The use of white render in such a polluted area has meant that after 
about three years the white render goes grey and the developments appear grubby 
and unmaintained. 
 
There are numerous empty flats above the shops that could be converted into I or 2 
bedroom flats and this would mean a possibility of having much needed larger units 
being built in other developments. 
 
There are also two Locally Listed parades in W.Ealing that could provide a more 
vibrant and interesting focus if they were improved. 
 

   
        

 
 
I doubt if the infrastructure can cope with new development but I will leave that 
matter to local residents’ groups who will have up to date figures. 



Susan New 
Rep.no DS58 

Matter Three-Area 2-Ealing 
3.7 EAL3 
 
Do the design principles take sufficient account of non-designated heritage assets? 
Demolition? 
 
AMR 2011-2012re the Arcadia site 
…The Council has been closely working with the administrators and interested 
developers to encourage a comprehensive scheme to come forward for the whole 
site. The site has a new owner, Benson Elliott, but no planning application or detailed 
proposal has been submitted yet. The Council published the Draft Arcadia site SPD 
Document for consultation in July/August 2012.’ 
 
I would like to point out that I used the Executive summary in the SPD to base my 
comments on EAL3 which I thought was quite a suitable document on which to base 
my comments. The Council said there was no Executive Summary but the document 
is in the Evidence Base BS25. I have therefore attached my original comment ( 
Appendix1)-as it mentions non-designated heritage assets that appear in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal. 
I would also point out that the Council does not hold in high regard Locally Listed 
buildings judging by what has been allowed to happen to Locally Listed buildings and 
parades. The Broadway Centre does not appear on any Council maps as Locally 
Listed. 
 
The SPD ‘establishes a concept and a vision for the Arcadia Site that includes 
.comprehensive redevelopment’ 
 
However we seem to be going down the piecemeal approach and there is an 
application due for consideration (consultation date end 20/4) for 1-8 The Broadway 
the Arcadia Centre. 
 
I have attached a section of the objection letter I submitted because it deals with 
Heritage Assets and what could be termed non designated heritage assets. 
(Appendix 2) 
 
I am afraid both appendices are quite lengthy. 



Susan New 
Rep.no DS58 

Matter 3 Area 6 
3.14-01S8 
 
I have pasted this from a Matter 5 issue as it concerns St Bernard’s Hospital and 
what might happen on the site. However I have learnt recently of various other 
aspects connected to the site and I have added them as a post script  
 
‘So in answering various Matters and Issues I am using the example of Site 01S8 
(St.Bernard’s Hospital) as an example. The applications for various developments on 
this site were recently passed by the Planning Committee but it is due to go before 
the Mayor for consideration. Both the Core Strategy and the Draft DM DPD were 
quoted in the documentation. The applications that I am going to comment on are 
P/2012/5040 & PP/2012/4008. I did not comment on the application before the 
Committee meeting because there is just too much documentation to peruse. 
 
The site document (01S8) states that-‘The revised layout of the site and any new 
building will be expected to be high quality’. 
  
However the GLA has concerns about the layout of Block 3 in P/2012/5040 and the 
Council’s own words re P/2012/4008 are that the layout is acceptable i.e. acceptable 
rather than high quality. 
 
There is a section in the site document after affordable housing re residential units (I 
think this section should have been put with layout) re north facing single aspect 
units. From the plans I would say some of the units are north facing single aspect. 
 
Affordable Housing-3A and viability 
 
Basically my belief is that because, in a majority of cases, development is developer 
led, new developments will never have 50% provision of affordable housing. I 
believe the BNP PARABIS report for LBE in 2010 also said it was an ambitious target 
for all sites. 
To repeat what I said re the Core Strategy. 
I only heard about the 3 Dragons Toolkit during the Arcadia Inquiry and this time re 
the St Bernard’s site viability is related to the historic nature of the site rather than in 
the case of Arcadia-rafting over the railway. 
 
In P/2012/5040 the affordable housing element is 27.6 %.( Council figures) 
The GLA response was-‘The level of affordable housing has not yet been shown to 
be the maximum reasonable that can be suggested & hence compliance with the 
London Plan has not yet been demonstrated’. 
 
The GLA then goes on to say that in fact-‘the net level of affordable housing is 
therefore only 37 units (13.5%) which is considered a low level of provision. 
 
With regard to the other application for the site PP/2012/4008 the GLA also raised 
concerns with regard to the level of affordable housing and residential mix. 
 
Protection and enhancement of Grade II Listed Heritage Assets were cited in the 
viability assessment. 



 
The Council has asked for there to be a provision of affordable housing to be 
provided through a registered provider. What this actually means I don’t really know-
various registered landlords, housing associations, where? No mention of an actual 
financial contribution. 
 
I would therefore ask- will 50% ever be managed on any of the sites? 
I did inquire at the Core Strategy hearing that given the numerous 9 unit 
developments that have appeared in the borough, would it be possible for smaller 
developments to give a financial contribution to affordable housing. I was told-no. 
However Richmond has such a scheme (Appendix A). 
 
Open space using the St Bernard’s applications as examples 
 
I used examples in my Core Strategy submissions from recent developments with 
regard to lack of open space but these recent applications also demonstrate the 
underprovision of private usable amenity space and playspace. These two 
applications represent over 500 units and although there are some communal areas 
the residents are expected to use the public open space (across a busy road) where 
supposedly the £60,000 of S106 money will be invested. The underprovision of 
playspace amounts to a contribution of £75,000. But where will the playspace be? It 
should be on site. 
 
My problem with Policy 7D is that developers can justify a shortfall by paying a 
financial contribution.  
 
Cycling & Parking on this site 
 
This has not been raised in Matters and Issues as a specific policy query but I will 
also put it under 5.2. 
 
I still maintain that Ealing should have a local policy with regard to cycling and 
parking, at least Richmond admits that people own cars. 
I have already mentioned in an earlier submission (not accepted) that cycle provision 
standards are extremely high. There are going to be 842 cycle racks on this site. 
 
I don’t think that such statements such as ‘The Travel Plan should include measures 
to discourage car ownership’ are going to be very effective and as the Transport 
department points out-‘The proposed reduction in parking provision may create 
displacement issues.’ The approach to the latter seems to be to set up a local CPZ-
not ideal. 
 
General points on this site which I will later quote under other headings. 
 
Affordable and key worker housing 
 
These applications sum up what will be the weaknesses of the Core Strategy 
combined with the DM DPD and the Sites document. 
The developer, not the Council, has decided the residential mix and what constitutes 
amenity space/open space and community space (the ballroom becomes a gym). 
 



The site document states that both affordable housing in addition to key worker 
housing should be provided in both the new and converted buildings. When the 
whole site was a mental hospital (early 80s) many of the staff lived on site and staff 
accommodation for the adjacent hospital (Ealing Hospital) was also nearby and I 
don’t quite see why the whole site could not be a combination of keyworker housing, 
affordable housing and community facilities given that many of the staff in the 
hospitals are some of the lowest paid people in the borough. There are also many 
schools nearby and I believe that teachers are eligible for key worker housing. 
 
The timescale for building on the St Bernard’s site 
 
This was a question to the Council from the Inspector with regard to monitoring. 
 
Not only do the applications have to be accepted by The Mayor but there are also 74 
conditions, in all, attached to both applications. 
 
Post script- 
 
I have since learnt that the energy centre is going to be near the hospice-an area 
which used to house the garden centre that was used for therapy purposes. The 
garden centre has now moved to Horsenden Hill which is impossible to get to by 
public transport. 
Art and Music therapy now have to operate in the same room as their individual 
premises have been set aside for future residential development. None of these 
issues are acceptable. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 




