Hi John

Thank you for your email and the background to Item 6 on the agenda of the next meeting of the Strategy and Resources Committee, scheduled to meet on Monday 11 February.

I met with Francesca on Thursday and we went through the brief prepared by Trevor Hart and our comments and some additional questions are detailed below.  For ease of reference, the first part of this response tackles specific points relating to 110 London Road.  This is followed by a further set of comments and questions, relating to the wider issue of housing provision across Hackbridge.

The first important question is regarding the point that no reference is made to the fact that the building is locally listed, which would in turn recognise its historical value.  Sutton Council has a documented list of buildings, structures or features which are locally important due to their architectural, historical or environmental significance.  Why is the building at 110 London Road not contained on such a list?  (As you are aware, the NDG has submitted an application to Sutton Council for local listing of this property but that doesn’t answer the question of why, given the statements made in paragraph 2.11, the property appears not to have been captured as part of any local listing exercise.)
There appears to be an element of contradiction in terms of what is being stated in paragraph 3.1 and 2.15 with that in 2.11.  Given the fact that there is a clear reference to the historical significance of features and details of the property, it surely dictates that the building needs to be protected/locally listed, regardless of future use.  This should be in place before any dialogue can take place as to the future of the building.  

Paragraph 3.2 makes reference to a period of six months.  We would like clarification on this timescale.  It is assumed that the process of listing the property, having it included in our neighbourhood plan etc. would all have to be completed, in advance of the six-month order being invoked?  It would certainly not be appropriate for the six-month order to come into effect from the date of the 11 February meeting.  With the variety of options to be considered and the obvious need to consult, timescales would need to be realistic, flexible and negotiated.

The NDG is unfamiliar with the application of the abundance of new legislation surrounding subjects such as Community Asset Transfer, Community Right to Bid and Assets of Community Value.  We would wish to investigate such powers, which may have been given under this new legislation.  We are confused in respect of how any of this legislation might be used in support of the property at 110 London Road.  It would appear that the legislation seems to relate to property with public use such as a public house or library, while the current status of 110 London Road is residential.  Perhaps Sutton Council may wish to decide to change the use of 110 London Road from residential to commercial/public/community use?  
The NDG is keen to ensure that we are clear about the issues surrounding the wider  question of housing in Hackbridge.  It seems important to reflect on a number of points.  Hackbridge currently has the following social housing provision:

· Mill Green – 120 units

· The Wave – 31 units

· Centrale – 27 Units

Corbet Close currently has 72 units but this figure needs to be discounted in terms of what remains in Hackbridge, but recognising that the proposed private housing being built in its place, is helping to fund the provision of social housing in other parts of Sutton.  

In addition, the significant re-development of the Felnex Industrial Estate, currently going through the planning process, will also require a minimum level of social housing to be provided.  Based on the proposed build of 720 units and using a low of 5% social housing, this would see a minimum additional 36 units being provided for social housing.
Taking the above numbers into account, there are 178 social housing units in Hackbridge, excluding Corbet Close and the new proposal for Felnex.  It is not known how this compares to other parts of Sutton.  It would be helpful to gain an understanding of how numbers are determined and calculated, as it is assumed that such calculations must be used to inform the level of new build required.
If, as seems to be the implication, there is an urgent and continuing need to build more social housing, then doing so on such a tiny plot as 110 London Road, realising a relatively small return in terms of units, seems a rather inadequate attempt to address this.  

The NDG is aware that there is an element of confusion over the land north of the BedZED development and what use it can be put to.  As it is highlighted as an opportunity site in the draft Hackbridge Masterplan 2009, it seems appropriate to clarify whether this is available for social housing?  If not, then why not?  This is a significant piece of land, which would enable a larger development, with scope for experimenting with community build options etc.  In compiling data relating to proposals for a neighbourhood plan for Hackbridge, it has been and continues to be, difficult to pin down what exactly this piece of land can be used for.  There is already existing disquiet amongst the community of Hackbridge, that the promised sports facility on the land in front of BedZED Pavilion was never realised.  It would be helpful if Sutton Council could direct the NDG as to the possibilities in respect of this piece of land.  
As mentioned earlier, it would be helpful to clarify the position in terms of need/numbers of social housing units required in Hackbridge and what plans Sutton Council has to work with the neighbourhood to support new initiatives such as community build schemes.  

Two additional points need to be stated.  The first relates to the aspiration Sutton Council has for Hackbridge to be the first sustainable suburb in the UK.   This may be interpreted or rather misinterpreted as inaccurate, if all building work undertaken in Hackbridge consists of knocking down all existing structures and replacing them with new build.  How does this fit with the concept or ideals of reuse/recycle, which should of course play a part in any decision making?  
Linked to this, the second point relates to the importance being placed on defining the identity of Hackbridge, ensuring that it doesn’t become just a dormitory, where people come purely to sleep.  The efforts of the NDG in compiling a draft neighbourhood plan, which is shortly to go out for pre-consultation, have been focused on establishing Hackbridge as a place where people want to live, work and spend their free time, enjoying such wonderful assets as the River Wandle.  It is clear from our consultation and community engagement undertaken to date, that retaining what few reminders there are left of the history of a place we call Hackbridge, is seen as a priority.  One way of doing this is to let the past conflate with the aspirations of the community, for example in finding appropriate location(s) for a community shop etc.

In conclusion, the NDG does not wish to attend the meeting of the Resources and Strategy Committee on Monday 11 February.  It would prefer that you, as our local councillor, are best placed to represent our views in terms of wishing to retain 110 London Road, questions surrounding its status or rather lack of status, on Sutton’s local listing, timeline for progressing any application on behalf of the community and clarification in respect of new legislation, specifically Community Asset Transfer, Community Right to Bid and Assets of Community Value.  The NDG is keen to gain a better understanding of the demand for social housing, use of opportunity sites in Hackbridge and how Sutton Council is facilitating initiatives such as community build etc.

Thank you.

Helena Barrowclough

