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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This document sets out the arguments and evidence for: 

• The refusal of the planning application for Gurnell Leisure Centre, which is a Major 

Departure application and on Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). The application seeks to 

demolish the existing leisure centre, rebuild a new one and an extremely dense, tall, and 

bulky residential development on the footprint of the current car park. 

 

• The refusal of the planning application for the BMX cycle track, ancillary buildings, and 

lighting. This site lies within the application boundary of the Gurnell proposals, and 

strategically is part of the leisure centre redevelopment but has been submitted under its 

own planning application. It will destroy a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) 

Grade 1 and several assessments do not take this into consideration. 

 

Both applications are to be determined by the London Borough of Ealing. 

 

These are as follows: 

1.1 The Screening Decision for the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was carried out in 

December 2018 and concluded that an Environmental Statement was not required. Flaws in 

the screening process and recent developments mean that EIA is now required, and an 

Environmental Statement should be produced. 

 

1.2 The council’s justifications for the project are flawed as a result of not producing a Business 

Case. The options were not properly examined, the project has been misguided and the true 

needs of the community have not been considered. 

 

1.3 The council have also taken on significant risk during the course of the project, which has 

gone from being cost neutral and with the developer carrying all the risk to the council being 

responsible for the leisure centre and affordable housing build.  Additionally, the private 

residential development is now a facilitating development rather than an “enabling 

development” as it will only partially fund the leisure centre build. The affordable housing is 

funded separately by GLA grant. 

 

1.4 The cost for the proposed leisure centre is significantly higher than similar projects and there 

are only marginal improvements in facility mix over the current leisure centre. This 

represents extremely poor value for money for a major community asset. 

 

1.5 The Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) concluded that the scheme is not viable. This 

further demonstrates that this proposal should not be pursued. 

 

1.6 The council claim that the leisure centre will be shut down if this project does not go ahead, 

however, evidence suggests that this behaviour is more likely associated with the sunk cost 

fallacy. 
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1.7 The Planning Statement for Gurnell sets out the reasons for allowing this inappropriate 

development to be built on MOL and has concluded that “very special circumstances” apply 

and that the harms to MOL and other potential harms are outweighed by the benefits. Their 

reasons and justifications are examined in this document. 

 

1.8 For the benefits, the applicant has provided opinions and conclusions based on the 

assessments that have been carried out. Inaccurate assessments have generated unsound 

conclusions. and opinions. Also, certain opinions made by the applicant such as “substantial 

design benefits” are unfounded due to hundreds of public objections highlighting the poor 

design and architecture. 

 

1.9 This development will result in substantial harm to and erosion of the MOL. Significant other 

harm will also be caused, and the benefits of this development do not clearly outweigh the 

harm caused 

 

1.10 Taking into consideration all the shortcomings highlighted in this document, aside from the 

unviability and poor value for money arguments, there is a very strong case that these 

application should not be granted and the project should not continue in its current form. 

The recommendations have been summarised in the final section of this document and 

should be considered immediately by Ealing Council. 

 

1.11 London Borough of Ealing is the landowner, Local Planning Authority, and also the applicant 

in the case of the leisure centre. They are not acting in the best interests of the borough’s 

residents and is about to make a very costly mistake which will impact them for decades to 

come. The opportunity to provide a future-proofed facility which meets the needs of the 

community and offers better value for money will be lost. 

 

1.12 If planning consent is granted, there is no turning back from this mistake. It will be too late 

to stop and revaluate the options. 

 

1.13 Several mistakes have been made in the past however, now is the time for Ealing Council to 

recognise that a better option can be found which will deliver a high-value leisure centre, 

maintain it’s very precious MOL and provide a great and healthy place for its residents to live 

for generations to come. 
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2. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSALS 
 

2.1 This report covers two planning applications, the replacement Gurnell Leisure Centre in situ 

(with the addition of residential and retail units) and the relocation of the BMX track to Long 

Field in the north west corner of the site. 

 

2.2 Both Planning Applications sit within the same application site but have been separated.  For 

the purposes of this document we will discuss both applications holistically. 

 

2.3 The whole site is designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and forms part of the Brent 

River Park - a large linear open space which extends through the Borough. Excluding the 

leisure centre building itself and the car park the rest of the site is also designated as Public 

Open Space. The bank of the river is designated as a Site of Importance for Nature 

Conservation of Borough Importance (SINC) Grade 1 (EaBI14A -Brent River Park: Hanger 

Lane to Greenford Line) as is the entirety of Long Field. The River itself also forms part of the 

Blue-Ribbon Network. Although not a planning designation, a public right of way is also 

established through the west section of the site following the bank of the River Brent. 

 

2.4 The London Borough of Ealing is both the landowner and Local Planning Authority for both 

applications.  They are also the applicant in the case of Gurnell (BE:HERE EALING LIMITED is a 

Joint Venture partnership between Ealing Council, Broadway Living and Eco World 

International). The applicant for the BMX track is Access Sport. 

 

 

  
Application site location and context 
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Gurnell Leisure Centre - 201695FUL 
 

2.5 Described in the Planning Application as: 

 

“Demolition of all existing buildings and erection of replacement leisure centre (Use Class 

D2), facilitating affordable and market housing residential development (Use Class C3) in 6 

blocks, flexible retail floorspace (Use Classes A1 - A3), plant room and energy centre, leisure 

centre coach parking, basement residential and leisure centre cycle and car parking, 

refuse/recycling storage, new servicing, vehicular and pedestrian accesses and associated 

highway works, new and replacement play space, public realm and public open space, 

landscaping and associated ground works to existing public open space. Gurnell Leisure 

Centre Ruislip Road East West Ealing London W13 0AL” 

 

Link to Planning Application. 

 

2.6 The proposals are a departure from the Development Plan. They are not in accordance with 

the development plan in force in the area, being a Major Development on land designated 

as Metropolitan Open Land and comprising public open space. 

 

2.7 Summary of the development: 

• Replacement of leisure centre 

• 599 residential units across 6 towers (part 6, 10, 13, 15 and 17 storeys) 

• Inappropriate development on MOL 

 

 

Gurnell – overview of the development 

 

  

https://pam.ealing.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=Q9K21JJM0GW00
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BMX cycle track – 201541FUL 
 

2.8 Described in the Planning Application as: 

“Construction of a BMX cycle track with 4 x 15m lighting masts; installation of a single storey 

structure for equipment storage/welfare facilities; associated hard surface, picnic area, bike 

racks, compost toilet, soft landscaping and vehicle parking.  Longfield Playing Fields 

Stockdove Way Perivale Middlesex UB6 8TJ” 

 

Link to Planning Application 

 

2.9 Summary of the development: 

• Relocation and extension of BMX cycle track 

• Proposed site sits entirely within the SINC 

 

BMX – plan of the proposed track 

 

Map of the SINC (SINC shown as checker green spaces.) 

https://pam.ealing.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=Q8XTU7JMKMH00&activeTab=summary
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Masterplan including Gurnell, residential and the BMX track 
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) – ANALYSIS OF THE 

SCREENING OPINION DECISION 
 

3.1 Environmental impact assessments are required for developments described in schedule 1 

and schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

(England and Wales) Regulations.  

 

3.2 EIA is an important process as it evaluates the likely environmental impacts of a proposed 

project or development, considering inter-related socio-economic, cultural, and human-

health impacts, both beneficial and adverse. 

 

3.3 The Gurnell development is deemed a Schedule 2 development under the regulations.  

Category 10(b) – Infrastructure projects (b) Urban development projects, including the 

construction of shopping centres and car parks, sports stadiums, leisure centres and 

multiplex cinemas. 

 

3.4 The Screening Opinion was requested from Ealing Council in 2016 and then again in 2018. 

On both occasions the decision was taken that an Environmental Statement would not be 

required. 

 

Link to December 2018 Screening Opinion 

 

3.5 The report states “An EIA is likely to be required on sites that have not previously been 

intensively developed, and where the site is greater in size than 5ha, or would provide a 

total greater than 10,000sqm of new commercial floorspace, or would have a significant 

urbanising effect (e.g. a new development of more than 1,000 dwellings) in a previously non-

urban area, or in combination with other existing/approved urban development  projects” 

 

Separation of Gurnell and BMX proposals 
 

3.6 The existence or approval of other developments can determine whether an Environmental 

Statement is required of a planning application and what that Environmental Statement 

should contain.  

 

3.7 The High Court has recently clarified how other developments can affect the requirement to 

provide an Environmental Statement in R (Wingfield) v Canterbury City Council & HNC 

Developments LLP [2019] EWHC 1975 (Admin). 

The following questions were considered in this case: 

• Common ownership: where two sites are owned or promoted by the same 

person, that could indicate that they constitute a single project. 

• Simultaneous determinations: where two applications are considered and 

determined by the same committee on the same day and subject to reports 

https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Environmental_impact_assessments
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Development
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Schedule
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/Schedule
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/The_Town_and_Country_Planning_(Environmental_Impact_Assessment)_(England_and_Wales)_Regulations
https://www.designingbuildings.co.uk/wiki/The_Town_and_Country_Planning_(Environmental_Impact_Assessment)_(England_and_Wales)_Regulations
https://pam.ealing.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=PI6O3QJM0E600&activeTab=summary


VERSION 2.0    

which cross refer to one another, that could indicate that they constitute a 

single project. 

• Functional interdependence: where one part of a development cannot function 

without another, that could indicate that they constitute a single project. 

• Stand-alone projects: where a development is justified on its own merits and is 

pursued independently of another development, that could indicate that it 

constitutes a single individual project that is not an integral part of a more 

substantial scheme. 

 

3.8 Applying these “Wingfield factors” to the facts of the Gurnell Leisure Centre and BMX cycle 

track planning developments: 

 

• Common ownership – the entire 13.2ha site is owned by the London Borough of 

Ealing 

 

• Simultaneous determinations – both planning applications have been published for 

formal public consultation during the same period and will both be determined by 

the same Planning Committee. Dates for the committee meetings are not confirmed 

at this stage, however it is likely that they could be determined in the same or 

subsequent meetings.  Additionally, there are multiple reports that cross reference 

one and other: 

o Planning Statements 

o Design and Access Statements 

o Gurnell preliminary Ecological Assessment used in BMX planning application 

 

• Functional interdependence – although there are no functional dependencies 

between the two proposals, they form part of the same strategic project and one of 

the objectives of the Gurnell proposals was re-provision the BMX track. 

 

• Standalone projects – these two proposals form part of a more substantial scheme 

both physically and strategically. 

 

3.9 Taking these factors into account, the two projects must be considered together in terms of 

the EIA process 

 

 

Size of the site 
 

3.10 The total site is 13.2ha, the report states that only 4ha will be developed (this includes the 

buildings, ancillary areas, pathways and landscaping) and therefore the 5ha trigger was not 

met. Given the entire site totals 13.2ha this should have been enough to trigger the EIA 

alone. 
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Site plan from the Screening Report – BMX relocation included within this site 

 

3.11 Since the screening decision was made in December 2018, plans have progressed to relocate 

and extend the current BMX “pump track” and create a significantly larger bike track.  This 

has been stripped out of the Gurnell Planning Application and has been put forward under 

its own application. 

 

3.12 This new track is proposed to be relocated in the north section of Long Field Meadow and be 

increased in size to circa 10,000sqm or 1ha – this would become a regional sized facility. 

 

   
Site Location plan and proposal from the BMX application 

 
 

3.13 Taking the bike park and “developed area” for Gurnell the impacted are equates to 5ha and 

meets the threshold indicated in the report that would trigger an EIA. 

 

3.14 Based on this information, the EIA should have been triggered due to the size of site. 

 

 

Cumulative effect 
 

3.15 The Gurnell development was screened for 620 units.  To determine “in combination” effect 

of Gurnell with other nearby developments a radius of 1.5km was used. 

 

3.16 In December 2018, the only other approved development within this area was Copley Close 

at 204 units.  The combined total of this with Gurnell was 824 units.  Arguably, although not 

hitting the 1,000 units mentioned in the report, this scale of development would have a 



VERSION 2.0    

significant urbanising effect of the area, especially given the size, scale and density of the 

development. 

 

3.17 The Screening Opinion was given 18 months ago and since then a significant number of 

developments have been approved across Ealing, including within the 1.5km radius.  

Additionally, the number of units in Copley Close has also been uplifted from 204 to 280 

units (October 2018).  The table below provides an updated list. 

 

DEVELOPMENT POSTCODE UNITS 

Gurnell W13 0AL 599 

Developments within 1.5km 

Copley Close   280 

The Wiltern UB6 8DW 278 

Land adjacent to 5 Central Parade UB6 8TF 57 

Buckingham Avenue UB6 7RA 40 

TOTAL WITHIN 1.5km  1,254 

Developments within 2km 

57 Greenford Road UB6 9BA 83 

Castle House and Rome House W13 9QD 314 

TOTAL WITHIN 2.5km  1,651 

Updated cumulative development list – June 2020 

 

3.18 If the radius is increased to 2.km, which is entirely reasonable, the cumulative development 

further increase to 2.5km would also capture Greenford Quay (2,118 units), Vanguard Site 

(100 units), 96-102 Broadway (120 units) amongst others.   

 

3.19 Based on the above Information, the EIA should have been triggered due to the 

environmental impact and the significant urbanising effect of the development both alone 

and in combination with nearby development. 

 

Environmental factors 
 

3.20 The site has previously been used as a Sewage Works and a landfill site – this is 

acknowledged in several documents: 

• Design and Access Statement 1 of 6 

• Planning Statement section 3.12 

• Cabinet Reports 

• Screening Reports 

 

3.21 The bank of the river is designated as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation of 

Borough Importance (SINC) Grade 1 (EaBI14A -Brent River Park: Hanger Lane to Greenford 

Line). The entire site of the proposed BMX track is within this SINC. When the Screening 

Opinion was carried out, the proposed relocation of the BMX track was not factored in and 

therefore not considered in terms of its impact. 
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3.22 The site is designated Flood zone 2, 3a and 3b 

 

 

  
 

Conclusion 
 

3.23 The Gurnell and BMX proposals should be treated as one proposal with respect to EIA and 

therefore the impact of the combined development assessed. The proposed development 

will have a significant urbanising effect due to its size and scale and in combination effects 

with nearby developments surpassing the 1,000 unit threshold. Based on reasoning used 

when the screening decision was made, if the screening opinion were carried out again the 

EIA process would be triggered.  Therefore, our conclusion is that these proposals require 

the production of an Environmental Statement. 
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4. JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 
 

4.1 There are a significant number of inadequacies in the way this project has been handled by 

the London Borough of Ealing.  This section will outline: 

 

• The fundamental flaw in the initial decision-making process including the choice to 

demolish the current leisure centre and rebuild rather than refurbish. 

• How this project has been mismanaged by Ealing Council. 

• The fundamental issues with the estimated build costs of the new leisure centre and 

why this is poor value for money. 

• Why the project will ultimately not meet key objectives and therefore fail to deliver 

future value due to the new facility not being futureproofed. 

 

Demolition vs Refurbishment – justification of this decision 
 

4.2 The proposals for Gurnell were discussed by the Ealing Cabinet in March 2015. It was noted 

that “no budget allocation has been made to fund the provision of Gurnell Leisure Centre”. 

Despite this, The Cabinet agreed that the council wished to provide “a flagship water-based 

leisure facility, which includes a 50m pool” 

 

4.3 An integral part of the justification for demolish rather than refurbish were the “estimated” 

costs: 

• £5M to replace the roof, and  

• Total refurbishment would cost 80% of the cost of a new build 

These “facts” were highlighted in Cabinet Reports. Public Consultation events and in 

discussions with the GLA. The Planning Statement states: 

“After much detailed work, it was considered prohibitive, inefficient and substantially 

disruptive in the long run to carry out piecemeal renovation works on the existing leisure 

facility. Furthermore, such works were calculated to cost around 80% of that of an actual 

new facility – though with few of the benefits that such a new facility could bring” 

Link to Gurnell Consultation – May 2016 

 

 

4.4 Information was requested (through FOI ref 19/1896) from Ealing Council to evidence their 

estimate to refurbish the leisure centre.  The response was that there was no documented 

evidence. 

 

4.5 The absence of evidence for these estimates is significant given they were used in the 

decision-making process to prove that new build would be more cost effective than 

refurbishment. 

 

4.6 Additionally, a full Business Case was not prepared which should have included assessments 

of all the potential options i.e. do nothing, refurbish, build like for like, build enhanced 

file:///C:/Users/louis/AppData/Local/Temp/Gurnell_replacement_May16_consultation_Final.pdf
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provision etc.  Instead the council decided to go forward with plans to build a “flagship 

water-based leisure centre” which would be “regionally significant” and a “state of the art 

facility” despite having absolutely no sinking fund put aside for re-provision of the centre 

once it reached “end of life.”  

 

4.7 3DReid were engaged to carry out a feasibility study – they are renowned architects who 

have worked on Olympic and Commonwealth stadiums. They estimated costs of £30-35M 

for a leisure centre around 8,195sqm.  

 

4.8 The proposed facility mix is outlined in the table below. It is important to note that the 

public had not been consulted with at all at this stage - the facility mix was determined 

behind closed doors by the members of Ealing Council. 

 

4.9 In the five years that have passed since the original Cabinet decision, not only has the facility 

mix now significantly decreased from the original design brief, the actual floorspace of the 

building has increased, filled up with ancillary areas rather than providing an enhanced 

offering. 

 

• Floor space increased from 8,195sqm to 12.995sqm GIA 

• Fun pool decreased in size 

• Spectator seating decreased from 300 to 200 

• Gym decreased from 140-160 stations to 100+ stations 

• Studio sqm decreased 

• 4-6 court sports hall and climbing wall descoped 

• Soft play sqm decreased 

• Café sqm decreased 

 

AREA ORIGINAL PROPOSAL 
(Approved by March 2015 Cabinet) 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 
(June 2020 Planning Application) 

TOTAL SIZE GIA 8,195 sqm 12,995 sqm 

Pool 
 

50m pool - 10 lanes  
(increased from 8 lane original brief) 

50m pool – 10 lanes 
 

Fun Pool 500 sqm 326 sqm 

Seating 300-person spectator 220-person spectator 

Gym 140-160 stations 100+ station 

Studios 3 studios 
540 sqm total 

3 studios 
490 sqm total 

Other facilities 4-6 court sports hall 
Climbing wall 

Sports hall and climbing wall 
descoped 

Party rooms Not in original brief 57sqm and 58 sqm 

Soft Play 320 sqm 237 sqm 

Cafe 160 sqm (45-70 covers) 88 sqm 

Meeting space 16 – 20 person 40 sqm 

Other comments The original brief also included a 
green roof. 

 

Comparison of facility mix agreed by Cabinet in March 2015 and actual facility mix 

submitted in the Planning Application June 2020 
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Links to Cabinet Report (March 2015) and Design Development document (August 2015) 
 

4.10 Another reason stated in favour of new build versus refurbish was the opportunity to 

provide an enhanced leisure provision.  Comparing the existing provision at Gurnell and the 

proposed from the Planning Application, it is clear that the facility mix is not enhanced and 

will not meet the future needs of the borough: 

 

• Increase to facility size focuses on pool area only 

• Only 1 additional studio 

• No increase to number of stations in gym 

• Grass sports pitches removed in favour of landscaping 

• Climbing wall and Sports hall that were originally in scope were descoped as 

the project progressed 

 

AREA CURRENT GURNELL LEISURE CENTRE PROPOSED LEISURE CENTRE 
(June 2020 Planning Application) 

Pool area 
 

50m pool – 6 lanes (783sqm) 
Fun Pool – 16m x 12m (192 sqm) 
Sauna and steam 

50m pool – 10 lanes (1250sqm) 
Fun Pool – 326 sqm 
Sauna and steam 

Gym 100+ station 100+ station 
 

Studios 2 studios 3 studios 
 

Sports 
pitches 

2 outdoor grass pitches Grass pitches removed 

 

4.11 The justification to demolish rather than refurbish the leisure centre is therefore entirely 

flawed.  There is no evidence of any comprehensive assessment of the options i.e. obtaining 

estimates for the cost to refurbish, cost of like for like replacement, cost of enhancement 

replacement.  Additionally, a significant part of the justification was the opportunity to 

provide a much-enhanced provision which will not be the case.  Therefore, the decision to 

demolish rather than refurbish has no foundation. 

 

Cost to build a new leisure centre 
 

4.12 The estimated costs for the new leisure centre have evolved over the course of the project: 

• £30M – March 2015 

• £33M – July 2015 

• £37.7M – May 2016 (increase due to “challenging site issues” such as being on the 

flood plain and £7M cost of underground parking) 

• £40-45M – February 2020 (verbally at the Cleveland Ward Forum) 

 

https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/779/Committee/3/Default.aspx
https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/track?uri=urn%3Aaaid%3Ascds%3AUS%3Afc70becc-cbdb-43f8-8c67-37e8c674503a#pageNum=1
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4.13 Willmott Dixon were appointed through the SCAPE framework. They have delivered several 

leisure centres across the country, the table below outlines some of these, their cost, and 

the facility mix / specification. These costs are all from Willmott Dixon and can therefore be 

compared to the estimates outlined above (Willmott Dixon are part of Eco World and 

provided these cost estimates). 

 

SITE COST LEISURE PROVISION  
 

New 
Gurnell 
Leisure 
Centre 

£37.7M 
(potentially 
£40-45M) 

50m ten-lane pool, splash area, sauna and steam.  Gym (100 
station), 3 studios including one spin. Café, Soft Play and Party 
rooms.  
 
 

Fairfield 
pools and 
Leisure 
Centre 

£12M for a 
complex 
refurbishment 

“Turning a tired 1970s era local asset into a super modern leisure 
facility” 
 
Originally constructed in 1976 with three pools and 95 station gym, 
4 court sports hall, dance/exercise studios, group cycling studio, 
poolside sauna, teaching pool and more.  Additional 30-50 years of 
use to public facility. 
 
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/fairfield-pools-leisure-
centre 
 
 

Five Towns 
Leisure 
and 
Wellbeing 
Hub 
 

£17M Similar specification to Gurnell. 
 
10-lane swimming pool, studio pool with moveable floor and a 
splash pad water confidence area. Gym, exercise studios, 
dedicated spin studio, climbing activity, café, meeting, and referral 
rooms for community use.  Outside, four tennis courts, a wellbeing 
garden and interactive play area, a full size 3G artificial grass pitch 
and car parking. 
 
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/five-towns-leisure-and-
wellbeing-hub 
 
 

Hart 
Leisure 
Centre 

£24M Higher specification than. Gurnell 

Three swimming pools in total including an 25m eight-lane 
swimming pool.  Climbing wall and eight-court sports hall. 130 
station Gym. Outdoor facilities include a full-size artificial pitch, 
two junior FA grass pitches and four five-a-side 3G pitches. 

https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/edenbrook-leisure-
centre 
 
 

https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/fairfield-pools-leisure-centre
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/fairfield-pools-leisure-centre
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/five-towns-leisure-and-wellbeing-hub
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/five-towns-leisure-and-wellbeing-hub
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/edenbrook-leisure-centre
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/edenbrook-leisure-centre
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Wycombe 
Sports 
Centre 
 
 
 

£25M Significantly higher specification than Gurnell. 

• 8 lane 50 metre competition pool, community pool with adjustable 
floor depth and children’s Splash Zone. Steam room and sauna.  
150 Station state of the art gym, indoor cycling studio. 12 
badminton court sports hall, 4 rink indoor bowls hall. 

https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/wycombe-sports-
centre-high-wycombe 
 

Winchester 
Sport and 
Leisure 
Park 
 
 

£37M Significantly higher specification than Gurnell for the same price. 
 
50m eight-lane swimming pool, 20m teaching pool including a 
water confidence area, multi-use sports hall and climbing facility. It 
also encompasses four squash courts with a movable wall to 
enable flexible use, treatment rooms, a fitness suite (200 workout 
stations), two large studios, one spin studio and a café. 
Hydrotherapy suite to serve people in the local and wider 
community with disabilities. 
 
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/winchester-sport-and-
leisure-park-winchester 
 

 

 
 

Comparison of facility mix, specification and cost of Leisure Centres 

built by Wilmott Dixon (part of Eco World) 

 

 

 

https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/wycombe-sports-centre-high-wycombe
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/wycombe-sports-centre-high-wycombe
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/winchester-sport-and-leisure-park-winchester
https://www.willmottdixon.co.uk/projects/winchester-sport-and-leisure-park-winchester
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4.14 Considering the facility mix being provided, the estimated cost of the new leisure centre is 

extremely poor value for money.  Other local authorities have provided an enhanced 

provision for a lot less money, or a significantly enhanced provision for the same amount of 

money. Just the fact that the parking must be moved underground due to residential 

development being built on the current car park, adds at least £7M to the cost. The 

basement works are extraordinarily expensive since this site is on a flood plain and subject 

to both surface water and ground water flooding. Significant foundational work will be 

required due to the size and scale of the developments and the ground composition. Overall, 

these factors make the build extremely expensive. This drives up the cost of the leisure 

centre build and drives down the amount of money the developer will be paying Ealing in 

terms of the land receipt. This is a bad deal for the Council and its residents. 

 

4.15 The Sport England Facility Cost Guidance suggests a cost of £18M for a leisure centre of a 

similar facility mix to Gurnell. 

 

SITE COST LEISURE PROVISION 

Sport 
England 
Facility 
Costs 

£18M Similar specification to Gurnell. 
 
50m eight-lane pool plus learner pool, 5 court hall, 150 
station health and fitness gym plus 3 studios. 
 
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-
2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/facility-costs-q2-
19.pdf?aYS0dLk0lucAJuUXG7knP8ppbeyxVEYh 
 

 

Link to Sport England - Facilities Costs Second Quarter 2019 

 

4.16 Given the proposed facility mix, £37.7 to £45M is an extortionate figure for a new leisure 

centre.  Willmott Dixon have delivered similar specification leisure centres for significantly 

less cost and much higher specification centres for the same cost. The fact that the 

“facilitating development” is being built on the current car park adds at least £7M if not 

more.  Equally the flood mitigation measures, and landscaping would not be required if just 

the leisure centre was being rebuilt. A comprehensive options assessment should be carried 

out to identify the cost of a like-for-like replacement and enhanced options without the 

underground parking and “MOL enhancements.” This is likely to achieve a more cost-

effective build with either no funding gap, or a smaller funding gap which will be more easily 

resolved and won’t involve building 600 units on MOL.  

 

Futureproofing of the new facility 
 

4.17 The Planning Statement makes several comments about the objectives and vision for the 

new leisure centre: 

 

• “GLC has the opportunity to be a regionally significant facility, given it provides offers 

a 50m pool, for which there is a limited provision in London” 

 

https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/facility-costs-q2-19.pdf?aYS0dLk0lucAJuUXG7knP8ppbeyxVEYh
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/facility-costs-q2-19.pdf?aYS0dLk0lucAJuUXG7knP8ppbeyxVEYh
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/facility-costs-q2-19.pdf?aYS0dLk0lucAJuUXG7knP8ppbeyxVEYh
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/facility-costs-q2-19.pdf?aYS0dLk0lucAJuUXG7knP8ppbeyxVEYh
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• “a new state-of-the-art facility” 

 

• “The ‘vision’ is to deliver a new flagship water-based leisure centre, which includes a 

50m pool of regional importance that will serve as a first-class leisure destination for 

existing residents and future generations” 

 

 

4.18 The new centre will be physically bigger than the current one and newly built, but there is 

nothing about it that should earn the title “flagship” or “state of the art”. 

 

4.19 Given the funding issues, if Ealing is aspiring to build a “pool of regional importance.” and of 

Olympic size it should consult with neighbouring boroughs and seek financial contributions. 

 

4.20 Aside from the increased pool provision, there are no marked improvements to the offering, 

either in terms of facility mix or size. 

 

4.21 One of Ealing’s top three priorities is to make Ealing “A healthy and great place” 

 

“Working with residents to build strong, fair communities and to keep the borough a clean, 

safe and attractive place to live. That includes keeping people physically active, well and 

independent; helping those who need care to live better lives; encouraging sport and 

leisure; and striving to improve our air quality and reduce crime. It also means working with 

others to maintain the excellence of our parks and open spaces, and the streets we live in.” 

 

4.22 The proposal does not align with this priority.  To encourage people to be more active you 

need to understand what the barriers are to them being active and therefore identify the 

real problem you are trying to solve. Simply building a new leisure centre, with a bigger pool 

and the same facility mix will not achieve this. This entire development has been designed 

with Ealing Swimming Club at the forefront - the needs of all other users have been 

neglected. 

 

4.23 The council has missed a real opportunity here.  Gurnell is envisioned to be “heart of this 

Ealing Sports hub”.  Additional facilities could easily have been incorporated such as a 

hydrotherapy suite and treatment rooms to meets the needs of local athletes and the wider 

community. These would not have been expensive additions. 

 

4.24 Aside from the lack of more diverse facilities, the new centre will not have sufficient capacity 

to meet the needs of the growing population.  Just the fact that 599 residential units are 

being built on the site is likely to have a large increase in membership given this could house 

around 1,800 new residents based on the housing mix.  Additionally, the population of Ealing 

as a whole is predicted to grow enormously over the coming years – by the time it is 

completed (target completion date 2024 - subject to additional delays) it will already be over 

capacity – the centre is meant to last for the next 40 years which it may do structurally but 

not capacity wise 
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4.25 The Ealing Sports Facility Strategy 2012 – 2021 states that: 

 

“Ealing is the third largest London borough in terms of its population and is one of the most 

ethnically diverse communities in the country. In 2010, local analysis confirmed that official 

demographic statistics underestimated Ealing’s population and the figure agreed was 

estimated at 323,000. It was predicted that Ealing’s population would grow to 337,600 by 

2021 and 347,000 by 2026.  

 

However, the recently released 2011 census data confirmed that Ealing’s population is now 

339,000, a level which exceeds the 2021 figure forecast in 2010. It must be noted that all the 

calculations in this strategy are based on the lower 2010 forecast figure which means that 

the increased population may produce a greater demand for facilities over and above those 

stated in the strategy. New homes are needed in Ealing to accommodate the borough’s 

projected increases in population” 

 

Link to Ealing Sport’s Facility Strategy 2012 – 2021 

 

4.26 According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS) the 2018 mid-year population estimate 

for Ealing was 342,000 therefore we have already surpassed the 2021 figures used for the 

sporting strategy. 

 

Link to 2018 mid-year population estimates. 

 

4.27 An additional concern is the lifespan on the new leisure centre itself. Two blocks of housing 

have now been attached to the centre and it is unclear what will happen to these in 40 

years’ time when the new centre is “end of life.”  

 

4.28 The May 2016 Cabinet minutes discuss the potential revenue stream from the new leisure 

centre, but fail to discuss either planned and preventative maintenance or a sinking fund 

coming from that figure – the key reason that the council are in their current predicament is 

because they did not have a sinking fund in place. 

 

4.29 The council have completely overstretched themselves in terms of the project objectives, 

with the aspiration of building a leisure centre of “regional significance” despite this 

supposedly being a community asset for the residents of the borough.  The citizens of Ealing 

are paying for this, both financially and by the detrimental impacts this development will 

have on them including the harm to MOL and non-MOL   Additionally, this development will 

not meet its strategic objectives, being broadly the same specification as the current centre 

and will be over capacity as soon as it’s finally finished. 

 

Mismanagement of the project 
 

4.30 Gurnell Leisure has been mismanaged by the council, with no sinking fund in place and 

inadequate maintenance, allowing the centre to fall into disrepair. 

 

4.31 These proposals have been discussed at just five Cabinet meetings over the last five years: 

https://www.ealing.gov.uk/downloads/download/1726/ealing_sports_facility_strategy_2012-2021
https://www.ealing.gov.uk/downloads/download/1333/mid-year_population_estimates
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• Link to: March 2015 Cabinet Report 

• July 2015 Cabinet Report 

• November 2015 Cabinet Report 

• May 2016 Cabinet Report 

• September 2019 Cabinet Report 

  

4.32 A Business Case was not produced.  This was requested from Ealing Council; however, the 

response only included the “Feasibility Study” that 3DReid produced or referred to the 

various Cabinet Reports. Neither of these documents constitute a Business Case. 

 

4.33 A Business Case is the key foundational document that every major public project should 

have.  This should have contained the following: 

 

• The problem statement – what problem needs to be solved? The original problem that 

this project is seeking to address was the fact that the leisure centre needed 

refurbishment/replacement.  This project was never meant to be about addressing 

housing needs. 

 

• Objectives – the desired results of the project. Rather than having an objective of 

building a “flagship leisure centre” the true objective should have been making the 

borough’s residents more active in line with the council’s priorities. 
 

• The key measurable benefits should also have been outlined, such an increased 

participation in sports activities, decrease in health conditions due to lack of exercise 

and improvements in physical and mental well-being. 
 

• Constraints - these should have been better considered such as limited funding, 

inappropriate development on MOL. 
 

• Costing of options - a Business Case should outline all the options with their costs and 

projected revenues. Rather than consider these options, the decision was made to build 

a new, bigger leisure centre without weighing up these options and despite the severe 

funding constraints. 
 

• Stakeholder mapping was not carried out.  The only stakeholders identified were the 

Ealing Swimming Club and the new centre focuses on their needs alone.  

 

 

4.34 There has been a significant lack of meaningful consultation with the key stakeholders.  

Despite several “consultation events” taking place the residents of the borough have never 

truly been consulted. The Cabinet decided the facility mix in isolation in March 2015, an 

entire year before the public even knew about the plans.  Additionally, items were descoped 

along the way without any public knowledge.  The events were poorly publicised and key 

information such as building heights and budget were not made transparent.  At no stage 

were the residents asked what they wanted in their new leisure centre or what would make 

them more active. 

 

https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/779/Committee/3/Default.aspx
https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Committees/tabid/62/ctl/ViewCMIS_CommitteeDetails/mid/381/id/3/Default.aspx
https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/1281/Committee/3/Default.aspx
https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/4867/Committee/3/Default.aspx
https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/6183/Committee/3/Default.aspx
https://ealing.cmis.uk.com/ealing/Meetings/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/6183/Committee/3/Default.aspx
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4.35 Budget management has been severely lacking.  The original estimates for pre-application 

activities were £75K and subsequently jumped to £1.34M. The estimated cost of the new 

leisure centre was £30M and increased to £37.7MAnecdotally, the leisure centre build costs 

have been estimated by the council to be £40-45M. 

 

4.36 Risk Management of the project has been extremely poor. At the outset of the project the 

developer carried all the risk – they were responsible for the build of the entire development 

and this was going to be cost neutral to the council. In this scenario, the developer carried all 

the delivery responsibility and associated risk.  

 

4.37 In February 2019 Ealing had a second round of pre-application discussion with the GLA.  At 

this point the proposal did not include any affordable housing.  The GLA suggested that this 

should be included.  

 

4.38 This caused a knock-on effect and in September 2019 there was a significant change to the 

deal structure between Ealing Council and Eco World. 

 

4.39 Consequently, in the September 2019 Cabinet a change in deal structure was discussed and 

agreed.  EcoWorld had determined that the project would no longer be viable to them if 

they had to build affordable housing.  The deal structure then changed so that EcoWorld 

would be responsible for the basement works (since they span the entire site) and blocks C-F 

and the council will have direct delivery responsibility for blocks A and B and the leisure 

centre. This was outlined and agreed by the Cabinet in the September 2019 Cabinet 

meeting: 

 

“in agreeing in principle to the Council taking on direct delivery responsibility for part of the 

scheme there is an associated risk of an additional capital requirement over and above that 

currently budgeted for. This could be up a multi-million pound amount for which no budget 

provision currently exists” 

 

“Since the last Gurnell update report to Cabinet in March 2016, the scheme has continued to 

present viability challenges and The Council and the Developer have been in discussion for 

some time in order to identify the means by which the viability of the scheme could be 

improved. As previously reported to Cabinet in October 2018, the GLA have approved the 

funding for the scheme as part of the ‘Building Council Homes for Londoners’ funding 

programme. The proposed incorporation of affordable housing into the Gurnell scheme 

provides an opportunity to improve the viability of the scheme through utilisation of this 

grant funding and additionally supports the Council in meeting its affordable housing 

delivery target. 3.6.  

 

However, there has remained a viability challenge to deliver the scheme. As a result, an 

alternative delivery approach has been developed whereby the Council would directly deliver 

part of the scheme (the Leisure Centre and circa 200 units in Blocks A+B which are intended 

to be affordable), with the Developer delivering the remainder of the scheme (circa 400 

residential units for open market sale as well as the basement serving both parts of the 

scheme). This would be a change from the baseline approach which had previously been 

developed where the Developer would build out the full scheme.” 
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Deal structure and delivery responsibilities 

 

4.40 This was a substantial change to the baseline approach and carries a significant deal of risk 

for the Council. 

 

4.41 It should also be noted that the original financial structure would have meant that the 

residential development would have been classed as an “enabling development” however, 

given this, only part-funding this is now a “facilitating development”. This is a key change 

and is connected to the arguments against building on MOL discussed later in this 

document. 

 

Conclusion 
 

4.42 Ealing Council failed to effectively manage this project.  With the current facility mix and 

size, the new leisure centre will not be future proofed and will fail to meet strategic 

objectives. The estimated cost is excessive for the proposals and this ironically being driven 

by the facilitating residential development. The council now had direct delivery 

responsibility for the leisure centre, and they have already managed the project poorly to 

date, with no control of scope, risk, budget, and time. Now is the time to take a step back 

and reassess options before selling off public land and making a decision which they will not 

be able to turn back from. 
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5. USE OF “ENABLING DEVELOPMENT” PRINCIPLES 
 

5.1 The original funding principle for these proposals was that the new leisure centre would be 

funded by an “enabling development”. According to Historic England (Enabling Development 

and Heritage Assets - Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 4), 

“Enabling development is development that would not be in compliance with local and/or 

national planning policies, and not normally be given planning permission, except for the fact 

that it would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset.” 

 

5.2 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF (2019) is also relevant “Local planning authorities should assess 

whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would otherwise conflict 

with planning policies but which would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset, 

outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those policies.” 

 

5.3 The Historic England Practice Notes paragraphs 15 and 16 state that:   

“The defining characteristic of enabling development is that it would secure the future 

conservation of a heritage asset if other reasonable efforts have failed, and the balance 

articulated in NPPF paragraph 202 is met, i.e. the future conservation of the asset is secured 

and the disbenefits of departing from conflicting planning policies are outweighed by the 

benefits.” 

 

“In practice this means a decision-maker being satisfied that a scheme of enabling 

development would securely provide for the future of the heritage asset.” 

 

5.4 Enabling development should only be considered after all reasonable alternative means 

have been assessed it should be the last resort. All reasonable alternative means have not 

been assessed.  There is no evidence that a full funding assessment has been carried out or 

documented (FOI request ref 19/1644). 

 

5.5 As outlined in the earlier sections of this document, no Business Case was produced for this 

project and alternative funding means have not been sufficiently investigated. Right at the 

outset of the project, the decision was taken that an “enabling development” would be the 

solution to the funding problem. 

 

5.6 The harm caused by enabling development is likely to be permanent and irreversible.  As a 

direct result of this proposal, substantial MOL and other harm will be caused. 

 

5.7 Given the fact that this is now only a facilitating development (i.e. the residential component 

is not fully funding the leisure centre) and the council have direct delivery responsibility, 

there is no way that the decision maker i.e. Ealing as the Local Planning Authority can be  

“satisfied that a scheme of enabling development would securely provide for the future of 

the heritage asset.” There is absolutely no guarantee that the funding from the residential 

development will secure the future of the leisure centre. 
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Conclusion 

Despite using the principles of “enabling development” as a reason to depart from planning 

policies, the proposal is facilitating rather than enabling.  There is no guarantee that the 

funding coming from the residential development will secure the new leisure centre and 

therefore a departure from planning policy on this basis should be denied. 
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6. FINANCIAL VIABILITY 
 

6.1 The financial viability assessment produced by James Brown clearly says, ‘’ the scheme falls 

short of being viable as it does not produce a sufficient profit percentage. It drives a profit of 

11.69% on cost whereas a reasonable return is 17% on cost in this instance.’’ 

 

6.2 Apart from the unviability of the scheme, there is also extremely high risk associated with 

that 11.69% profit. The appraisal is very sensitive as viability is determined by subtracting 

one very large figure (total costs) from another very large figure (total value) to give the 

residual profit. It is, therefore, very important to ensure that the estimated value and 

estimated cost are very thoroughly assessed. 

 

6.3 The following risks can be highlighted: 

 

• For the open market housing, very little comparable evidence is provided of similar 

nearby new developments (as there are none) and no advice about values has been 

provided by local estate agents. For a scheme of this size it would be normal practice 

to have had reports from two estate agents providing full schedules of estimated 

values based on their market knowledge, but this back up evidence is missing. The 

estimated values by James Brown appear reasonable but could easily be 5% too low 

or too high, so the conclusion must be that the expected open market sales values 

are somewhat uncertain, which means that the residual developer’s profit is also 

uncertain.  

 

• Whilst the open market residential costs are backed up with a 35-page report by 

Gardner Theobald, the affordable housing and leisure centre costs are summarised 

into a one-page report by Willmott Dixon, without any disaggregation into the 

component parts of the two affordable housing tower blocks, the leisure centre and 

the very large basement car park and plant rooms. Therefore, these values may be 

underestimated, further reducing developer profit, and increasing estimated cost to 

the council 

 

• Several costs have been removed from the viability assessment which would make it 

even less viable. Project management fees, preconstruction service fees, design 

management fees, survey fees, regional adjustment, inflation, and risk budget have 

not been included in the assessment. 

Conclusion 

6.4 As the FVA already states, this scheme is not viable to the applicant.  There are significant 

site-specific costs which are reducing developer profit and significant areas of risk that may 

further erode this.  Should these risks materialize the applicant may look to change the 

scheme via an “amendment” which could further increase the size the of market sale build.  

Equally the costs of the leisure centre and affordable housing elements are uncertain.  Given 

the Council has now taken on deliver and the associated risk, this is very concerning. 
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7. THE CASE AGAINST DEVELOPMENT ON MOL 
 

7.1 Four key factors have been considered when assessing the case for development on MOL: 
 

• Whether the development is deemed inappropriate. 

• Whether the proposal is truly the minimum quantum required to meet the 
facilitating objectives. 

• Whether this site is truly the “site of last resort” i.e. could ether the LC or facilitating 
residential be built elsewhere. 

• MOL / non-MOL harms and benefits the scheme will bring and demonstration that 
Very Special Circumstances (VSC) exists. 

 

Inappropriate development 
 

7.2 The Site is located within Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and current London Plan Policy 

7.17 and draft London Plan Policy G3 are relevant, stating that “The strongest protection 

should be given to London’s Metropolitan Open Land and inappropriate development 

refused, except in very special circumstances, giving the same level of protection as in the 

Green Belt.”.  Therefore paragraphs 143-147 of the NPPF (2019) “Proposals affecting the 

Green Belt” are relevant. 

 

7.3 Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that “Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful 

to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances The 

proposed development comprises of four components, Leisure Centre, Housing, Retail and 

Open Space enhancements. All four, bar the open space enhancements are inappropriate, 

and this is confirmed in the Planning Statement. 

 

7.4 In accordance with paragraph 144 of the NPPF “When considering any planning application, 

local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 

Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 

Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations” 

 

7.5 Therefore, it must be demonstrated that any harm resulting from the proposal is clearly 

outweighed by its benefits. This will be assessed in detail the following section – SUMMARY 

OF STATED HARMS AND BENEFITS 

 

Minimum quantum of development 
 

7.6 A Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) was produced to evidence that the facilitating 
residential development is truly the minimum quantum required to bridge the funding gap 
estimated to be between £25.2m and £32.5m. The exact gap is unclear; however, the 
Council contribution is confirmed as £12.5m. 
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7.7 It appears that the conclusion in the FVA is that affordable housing cannot viably be included 
in the overall scheme.  What is unclear is why the developer wants to take on this project 
given the margins are so small for them. The FVA is discussed in more detail later in this 
document. 

 

Site of last resort 
 

7.8 To determine whether the proposed site is truly the “site of last resort” an Alternative Sites 
Assessment (ASA) was carried out. 
 

7.9 The methodology assumes that the site must be greater than 0.25ha to accommodate at 
least 50 units at a minimum density of 200uph (units per hectare) – the proposed 
development at Gurnell is 422uph. 
 

7.10 The filtering process eliminates sites that are too small, have already been identified for 
disposal (27 of these) in the councils Medium Term Financial Strategy (MFTS), or are not 
available (long lease etc) on not appropriate (cemeteries etc). 
 

7.11 The result of the assessment leaves only 15 sites which are 3 care homes and the remainder 
are green spaces of various designations.  The detailed assessment rules out these sites as it 
deems them less suitable that the current GLC site. 
 

7.12 The methodology is flawed as it is based on identifying sites to build 600 units – however 
only 403 units form part of the facilitating provision.  Given the reduced number of units 
required, sites smaller then 0.25ha should have been considered – this would also help meet 
the objectives of Policy H2 of the draft London Plan “Small sites and small housing 
developments” which promotes building on sites of 0.25ha or less. 
 

7.13 A significant number of sites, c27 have already been identified for disposal under the 
Council’s MFTS (Medium Term Financial Strategy).  This strategy should be scrutinised 
thoroughly to understand where these sites and funds have been pre-allocated and whether 
protection of MOL would be more beneficial. 
 

7.14 Given this development is meant to be “regional” in size, London Borough of Ealing should 
have discussed with neighbouring boroughs to identify whether additional funding could 
have been secured (Hillingdon and Harrow). Brent council’s proposed redevelopment of 
Bridge Park Community Leisure Centre which is 3 miles away from Gurnell. 
 

7.15 The Council’s MFTS should be thoroughly scrutinised to ensure that the funding shortfall for 
the leisure centre cannot be found elsewhere. Given the number of developments in Ealing 
there should be sufficient s106 funding which could pay for a new/refurbished leisure 
centre. 
 

7.16 Additionally, the ASA should be carried out again taking all sites into consideration and with 
the target of identifying sites for 403 units rather than 599. The quantum of development 
could even be reduced if a more reasonable cost estimate for the leisure centre is reached. 
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Harm to MOL 
 

7.17 The Planning Statement assesses potential harms to MOL including impact to MOL 
openness, and impact on MOL usability. 
 

7.18 It also assesses other harms including transport impact, parking displacement, noise, air 
quality, sunlight and daylight, ecological impacts, trees, light pollution, wind and 
microclimate and heritage. 
 

7.19 The Planning Statement section 7.57, table 7 outlines the potential harms to MOL the 
Applicant foresees. Each of these areas has been addressed in turn, identifying the actual 
harm caused despite the mitigations proposed. In some cases, the survey’s and assessments 
used in the application contain shortcomings which have resulted in flawed conclusions 
being made. 
 

MOL harm - Impact to Openness 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

Impact to Openness 
MOL is clearly distinguishable from the built-up area. Development which impacts upon the openness 
of or causes visual harm to the MOL will be attributed significant weight 
 

MITIGATION AND RESIDUAL HARM FROM THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

Building Footprint 
This has evolved through comprehensive discussions with LBE and the GLA to ensure the MOL retains a 
maximum degree of openness. It has been sensitively devised to ensure it comprises the optimal 
footprint, focussing entirely on the available 14,215sqm of PDL located to the south of the site with no 
additional MOL land-take.  
 
Accordingly, and as Drawing Ref: 180237-3DR-MP-00-DR-00103 illustrates, a “PDL to MOL” land swap 
has been agreed in principle with a degree of original MOL now proposed to be developed on with a 
respective equivalent degree of original PDL to be returned back to MOL. This will ensure no net MOL 
loss. The “PDL to MOL” land swap allows the new leisure to alter in its orientation so it is further set 
back away from the parkland. Whilst now parallel to Ruislip Road East and thusly providing a much 
improved frontage and presence to the south, this also ensures a greater degree of open space to the 
north in the parkland.  
 
The “PDL to MOL” land swap has also allowed for the residential blocks to take on a much more fluid, 
open form, not bound so tightly to the highly constrained western edges of the existing car parking 
area. 
 

Scale and Massing 
This has evolved through comprehensive discussions with the GLA and LBE with a view to mitigating 
impacts on MOL openness. Accordingly, the massing has been split into 5 residential blocks between 
which, there are glimpses and vistas into and out of the MOL. This maximises transparency across the   
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ensuring that, as above, the requisite leisure centre and facilitating residential scale can be 
accommodated. 
 

Materiality and Design 
The current leisure centre is squat within the landscape and relates poorly to its context. The new 
leisure centre with facilitating residential units, whilst substantially larger in scale than the built form as 
existing, represents a substantially higher quality of design that has evolved through meetings with 
both the GLA and LBE. It has considered cost, appearance, levels of access and quality of life to ensure 
that is lends the site and much increased sense of place. The design rationale is provided in more detail 
in the submitted Design and Access Statement. 
 

Landscaping 
Whilst the proposed landscaping strategy is provided in more detail in the Design and Access Statement 
and in the section below, it should be reiterated here that as part of the proposal, a comprehensive 
package of landscape enhancements are proposed across the Site. These enhancements involve the 
creation of comprehensive new walking and cycling routes, increased areas of ecological value, formal 
and informal areas of play, flood mitigation works, and a bridge across the River Brent. This will 
substantially enhance the usability, access, quality and range of uses for the MOL in accordance with 
draft London Plan Policy G3. The result is a much wider range of benefits for Londoners than that which 
currently exist 
 

Residual Harm Level 
A Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment has been submitted to support this application which 
assesses any landscape and visual effects and impacts on openness that may result from this proposal.  
 
The Visual Impact Assessment recognises that the buildings have been arranged to minimise direct 
impact on MOL. Following the construction period of the development (for which it is expected that 
planning conditions will be imposed to mitigate adverse impacts on the usability of the MOL), the Visual 
Impact Assessment concludes that the operation and existence of the new buildings would “bring 
about permanent change to the Site and to people’s views of it”. Whilst the scheme has been designed 
to “mitigate incremental loss of views” through the “creation of green links through the development”, 
“direct landscape effects [in the southern part of the Site] would remain significant (initially Major 
Adverse).” 
 
It should be reiterated here that the respective MOL in which the proposed development is to be 
located is substantial and vast, comprising of wide-openenvirons. This is a point noted by the submitted 
Visual Impact Assessment, which notes that the Major Adverse landscape impacts caused by the 
proposal would diminish with distance into the wider MOL – particularly given the wider landscape 
enhancements proposed. 
 
In the southern area of the Site “the increased building massing would realise a locally significant 
adverse effect on the purposes and function of the MOL designation. ” However, again, beyond the 
immediate boundaries of the new built massing the Site “would continue to provide the openness 
function and satisfy the MOL criteria.” 
 
From the surrounding context looking into the Site there would be a loss of open green views. 
However, these views already contain buildings “both on, and adjacent to the Site.” Whereas the 
replacement views would be of a high-quality development. In this respect and particularly as the 
landscaping around the scheme starts to mature, the townscape effects of the proposal along Ruislip 
Road East closest to the proposal would materialise as Moderate to Minor Adverse. 
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7.20 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) published on 22nd July 2019 is relevant here 
(Ref ID 64-00 1-20190722 to 64-003-20190722).  
 

7.21 Paragraph 001 “What factors can be taken into account when considering the potential 
impact of development on the openness of the Green Belt?” states that: 

 
“Assessing the impact of a proposal on the openness of the Green Belt, where it is relevant to 
do so, requires a judgment based on the circumstances of the case. By way of example, the 
courts have identified a number of matters which may need to be taken into account in 
making this assessment. These include, but are not limited to: 
 

• openness is capable of having both spatial and visual aspects – in other words, the 
visual impact of the proposal may be relevant, as could its volume; 

• the duration of the development, and its remediability – taking into account any 
provisions to return land to its original state or to an equivalent (or improved) state 
of openness; and 

• the degree of activity likely to be generated, such as traffic generation” 
 

7.22 Spatially, the proposed buildings are enormous and will have a significant impact on the 
openness of the MOL. The duration of the development itself will be 5 years, however these 
are permanent structures and the land will not be returned to its original state – once this 
land is built on, the MOL will be irretrievably lost.  Additionally, the degree of likely activity 
to be generated is substantial.  Transport impacts will not only result from the construction 
in the short term, but also from the additional 1,800 residents and Leisure Centre visitors as 
the new centre seeks to increase membership. 
 

7.23 Paragraph 002 “How might plans set out ways in which the impact of removing land from 
the Green Belt can be offset by compensatory improvements?” states that: 

“Where it has been demonstrated that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for 
development, strategic policy-making authorities should set out policies for compensatory 
improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt 
land. These may be informed by supporting evidence of landscape, biodiversity or 
recreational needs and opportunities including those set out in local strategies, and could for 
instance include: 

• new or enhanced green infrastructure; 

• woodland planting; 

• landscape and visual enhancements (beyond those needed to mitigate the 
immediate impacts of the proposal); 

• improvements to biodiversity, habitat connectivity and natural capital; 

• new or enhanced walking and cycle routes; and 

• improved access to new, enhanced or existing recreational and playing field 
provision.” 

 
7.24 The Green Infrastructure will be damaged by the proposed development, allowing urban 

sprawl and the residential areas to merge, and effectively bottlenecking the green corridor. 
Any planting and “improvements to biodiversity” will be far outweighed by removal of trees, 
other habitat, and a significant area of SINC. Additionally, two sports pitches will be removed 
to allow for park landscaping. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/13-protecting-green-belt-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/13-protecting-green-belt-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/13-protecting-green-belt-land
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment#green-infrastructure
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment#biodiversity-geodiversity-and-ecosystems
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7.25 Images taken from the Daylight and Sunlight Assessment clearly show the material increase 

to footprint and volume of the proposed buildings 
 

Footprint – Existing and proposed 

 

Front elevation from Ruislip Road East – Existing and proposed 

 

  

Rear elevation from Ruislip Road East – Existing and proposed 
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Scale model of the proposed development from the wind assessment 

 

7.26 The mitigations and residual harm outlined in the Planning Statement will be assessed in the 
following paragraphs. 

 

Building footprint 

7.27 There is a net loss of 77sqm of MOL as per the ‘’PDL to MOL’’ land swap. 
 

7.28 The concept of openness has both a spatial and visual aspect. This proposal will result in the 
erosion of the openness of MOL and will represent a significant built form where currently 
there is none – the entire site including the car park is designated MOL.  This is harm that 
weighs substantially against the proposal. 
 

7.29 The new leisure centre is also materially larger due to the additional floors and the two 15 
storey tower blocks attached to it. 

 
7.30 Although the car park is currently developed to the extent it contains hardstanding, it is not 

intensively developed by any means.  It also contains a significant number of trees and 
hedgerow which add to the visual amenity and ecological value. 

 

Scale and Massing 

The development consists of the following - this is a development of significant size and scale. 

Block No. of 
Storeys 

Height Units Building use 

A 15 47m 98 GLC and residential (affordable) 

B 15 47m 98 GLC and residential (affordable) 

C 13 41m 104 Commercial and residential (private) 

D 17 53m 158 Residential (private) 

E 10 31m 87 Residential (private) 

F 6 19m 54 Commercial and residential (private) 
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Image of the proposed development 

 

 
Image of the proposed development from the Construction Management Plan 

 
 

7.31 Scale and massing relate to visual impact and there is significant impact to visual openness. 
The proposed development will effectively close off views from the southern edge of the site 
and therefore detract from the sense of openness.   
 

7.32 The Planning Statement states that: 

 

“there are glimpses and vistas into and out of the MOL. This maximises transparency across 

the site whilst ensuring that, as above, the requisite leisure centre and facilitating residential 

scale can be accommodated” 

 

A “glimpse” is defined as a momentary or partial view, there will be minimal transparency in 

and out on the MOL from a north/south viewpoint. The development will effectively form an 

enormous 6-17 storey brick wall in the southern part of the MOL and the openness will not 

be preserved. 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

Front elevation of the proposals 

 

London Plan Policy 7.7, draft London Plan policies D2 and D8 and policy 7.7 of LBE’s 

Development Management DPD are relevant. 

Materiality and Design 

7.33 The current leisure centre blends into the park due to its minimal height and as it is 

surrounded by trees. 

 
7.34 Visual impact is not limited to what something looks like in isolation, but also how it relates 

to its environment. The new leisure centre will be materially larger, and the design of the 
proposed development is unattractive and not visually appealing.  
 

7.35 The Design and Access Statement states that “The material palette as a whole is conceived 
as having ‘park-land colours’, with a spread of tones that will harmonise with the setting 
year-round”. It is impossible to disguise this development, it will not harmonise with the 
setting at any time of year.  
 

  
Overview of the development and “materials palette” 

 

7.36 The public outcry over the poor design and loss of MOL can be seen in the hundreds of 

public objections on Ealing Council’s planning portal many of which attest to the fact that 

these buildings are unattractive. 
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7.37 Aside from the harm to MOL, the proposals to dot comply with London and Local policies on 

tall buildings.  Please see APPENDIX 5. TALL BUILDING’S POLICIES for further details details 

APPENDIX 

Landscaping 

7.38 While the proposal seeks to add landscape enhancements, it provides them to the detriment 
of lost playing fields and natural habitat. 
 

7.39 These enhancements do not factor in the loss of the protected meadows due to the 
proposed BMX track. Long Field meadow is designated by the GLA as a Grade 1 Site of 
Borough Importance for Nature Conservation for its flora and fauna.  

 
7.40 The Brent River Park also has a flood management function with Osterley Weir a key 

structure (managed by the Environment Agency) and flood storage remaining possible in 

open spaces along its length. 

 

7.41 The proposals include the creation of designated walking and cycling routes. Ealing has 

plenty of structured parks, however open spaces such as these have been invaluable during 

the recent pandemic, allowing people to walk freely and adhere to social distancing 

guidelines. Funnelling people into certain routes makes this much more difficult. 

 

7.42 The bridge across the River Brent will damage part on the SINC and increase pedestrian and 

cycle traffic into the meadow, this will have a negative impact on the section of the meadow 

outside of the BMX proposals 

 

Visual Impact Assessment 
 

7.43 A Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment has been submitted to support this application.  

This is meant to assess any landscape and visual effects and impacts on openness that may 

result from this proposal.  

 

7.44 The map below shows the viewpoints that were selected for this assessment. There are 

several key views missing (highlighted with stars below), notably there are no views from the 

south of the site facing north of from within the parkland and meadows themselves facing 

south.  Views from local heritage assets have not been included (Hanwell Community 

Centre, Cuckoo Avenue Conservation Area and St Mary the Virgin – the former two are not 

in the map).  Therefore, the views that have been selected are entirely insufficient to 

identify the visual impact of the development. 

 

7.45 The viewpoints from the south of the proposed development are particularly important.  

The community in Gurnell Grove are already somewhat marginalised from a socio-economic 

standpoint.  The north facing units in the new development have been deemed acceptable 

as they have parkland views, however the applicant feels it is acceptable to not only remove 

those parkland views from the homes on Ruislip Road East and in Gurnell Grove, but also to 

completely overshadow them.  
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Map of viewpoints used in the VIA (number VP1, VP2 etc) 

and proposed viewpoints indicated with stars. 
 
7.46 Wireframes have been used to demonstrate the likely impact of the development.  These 

are extremely basic and do not provide a true indication of the size and scale of the 

development and its visual impact.  Many of the wireframes do not even include the tops of 

buildings, making it impossible to get a true feeling of the impact. 

 

7.47 The wireframe below is taken from viewpoint 3 Argyle Road, next to Peal Gardens, facing 

west. Even with the tops of the buildings cropped out, the impact of the buildings is clear 

and the impact on the east-west permeability of the open space. 

 

 

 

 

7.48 This wireframe below is taken from viewpoint 5, Argyle Road. Even from this distance the 

scale of the development impact to openness is evident. The picture does not even include 

the entire development. 



VERSION 2.0    

 

 
7.49 The wireframe below is taken from viewpoint 4 Ealing Golf Club/footpath over the River 

Brent.  This is just a few metres from the Grade I and Grade II listed St Mary the Virgin 

church and therefore the view from this heritage asset is likely to be impacted significantly 

as even from that distance the towers impose on the skyline. 

 
 
 

7.50 Additional images can viewed in the appendices: 

 

APPENDIX 1. DEVELOPER IMAGES OF THE GURNELL PROPOSAL 

APPENDIX 2. COMPARISON PICTURES 

APPENDIX 3. VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT IMAGES 

APPENDIX 4. CGI IMAGES OF THE DEVELOPMENT PRODUCED BY SAVE GURNELL 

 

Conclusion 
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7.51 This development will cause substantial harm to openness, both visually, spatially and 

through the erosion of MOL. The VIA even states that “the increased building massing would 

realise a locally significant adverse effect on the purposes and function of the MOL 

designation” and the Planning Statement concurs “there would be a loss of open green 

views”.  Any compensatory measures by means of ecological improvements or landscaping 

will not be sufficient to outweigh the harm to openness and other harm caused by these 

proposals. 

 

Impact to MOL usability 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

Impact on MOL usability 
MOL improves Londoners’ quality of life by providing localities for, amongst other uses, sporting, 
leisure, and health benefits through encouraging walking, running and other physical activity 
 

MITIGATION AND RESIDUAL HARM 

PDL focus 
The available PDL on the Site is located towards its southern boundary adjacent to Ruislip Road East, 
and currently comprises the existing leisure centre and leisure centre car park. As set out above, the 
development would be focussed on this PDL, where the existing leisure would be replaced with a new 
facility, the existing carpark relocated underground, and the new residential element located over 
where the current carpark is. This ensures that this element of the proposal would not result in any 
adverse changes in the use or function of the wider MOL as an area available for open recreation. 
 

Flood Mitigation 
Away from the built element of the proposal and into the wider MOL, the current form comprises 
generally flat open parkland that slopes down gradually towards the River Brent. Beyond the River, 
again, the site comprises generally flat open grassland with no notable features or landforms.  
 
There are marked out sports pitches across the site that are useable during times of non-inclement 
weather. Though as set out in the accompanying Flood Risk Assessment and confirmed by the 
Environment Agency Flood Risk Map and the West London Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, as current, 
much of the Site is at a medium to high risk of surface water flooding.  
 
Accordingly, as part of the proposal a comprehensive series of flood mitigation works packaged with 
landscaping enhancements are proposed that would restrict the peak discharge rates from the site to 
three times the greenfield rates. Even with the built massing of the new development, the volume of 
water to be discharged from the site over the first 6 hours of a rainfall event is expected to be reduced. 
The result of this would be a much more useable open space. 
 

Landscape Enhancements 
As set out above and in the submitted Design and Access Statement, a comprehensive suite of 
landscape works are proposed that would substantially enhance the Site’s use. This includes the 
removal of the featureless grassland in favour of defined paths, walking and cycling routes(which 
includes the provision of a new footbridge over the River Brent to assist towards the Council’s 
aspiration for a ‘Greenford to Gurnell Greenway’ pedestrian link), areas of formal and informal play and 
areas of enhanced ecological value – such as meadow enhancements and wetland creation (as detailed 
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in the submitted Ecological Survey). This will open up the MOL, which currently has few accessible 
paths, to a much more diverse range of activities and allow more users, regardless of their mobility, to 
access the enhanced space and enjoy it. 
 
Alongside the marked out pitches, the MOL parkland also contains a permanent children’s playground, 
BMX track and a skatepark. Whilst the proposal would necessitate their temporary removal, they would 
be comprehensively re-provided as part of the park’s wider enhancements. 

Residual Harm Level 
The only minor adverse use impact arising as a result of the development would be the loss of the 
ground level leisure centre car park in favour of residential - particularly as it is understood that this car 
park is also used by visitors to the open MOL land to the north. However, replacement leisure centre 
car parking is being re -provided underground. Further, for those visitors to the MOL open space who 
do not wish to park underground, the Transport Assessment submitted with this application illustrates 
that there are numerous streets within close proximity to the site that have capacity for additional 
short-term parking – particularly as there are no Controlled Parking Zones nearby. Harm in this respect 
is therefore considered to be negligible. 
 
In terms of the wider MOL usage, whilst the area for football pitches will be lost, they will be replaced 
with substantially more usable and accessible parkland - enhanced both in terms of leisure function, 
usability, access and ecological value. Accordingly, it is not considered that the wider development 
would result in any harmful impacts on the MOL’s usability and wider leisure function. 

 

PDL focus 
 
7.52 Although the development has been constrained to PDL there is still an impact on the 

usability of the MOL.   
 

7.53 The overshadowing caused by the development will be significant.  Currently, due to the 
low- lying nature and positioning of the leisure centre there is no significant overshadowing 
of the park or outdoor facilities (BMX track, skate park or playground). 
 

7.54 The proposed buildings will cause significant overshadowing all year round the playground 
will be impacted due to its proximity to the towers.  At certain times of the year shadows 
will stretch across the entire park, all the way to Stockdove Way and the proposed 
relocation site of the BMX track. 

  
Overshadowing of park, playground and skate park 

 
Flood mitigation 
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7.55 A significant part of the site is functional flood plain which is nature’s way of dispersing 

energy from the river.  If it were not for the proposed development, no flood mitigations 
activities would we taking place here. 
 

7.56 Floodplain ecosystems can be biodiversity hotspots and should therefore be left in their 
natural state. Therefore, there may be unforeseen ecological consequences from 
implementing such measures. 

 
Landscape enhancements 
 
7.57 The Planning Statement suggests that the landscaping will enhance the ecological value of 

the park. This element is questionable and particularly when considering the destruction of 
the SINC for the BMX track. 
 

7.58 Usability will be reduced by the removal of two grass sports pitches. 
 

7.59 As stated in earlier points, the proposals include the creation of designated walking and 

cycling routes. Ealing has plenty of structured parks however open spaces such as these have 

been invaluable during the recent pandemic, allowing people to walk freely and adhere to 

social distancing guidelines. Funnelling people into certain routes makes this much more 

difficult. 

Conclusion 

7.60 These proposals would result in the loss of MOL usability in terms of its open and 

unstructured nature and significant adverse impact to openness and overshadowing. The 

loss of the surface level car park will create additional strain on parking in local streets (see 

Parking Displacements section for further details).  The park will also become less usable due 

to the sheer number of additional users, the new development will bring around 1,800 new 

residents into this site and essentially what is being built here is an amenity space for those 

residents to the detriment of the existing community. 

 

Harm to non-MOL 
 

7.61 The Planning Statement assesses potential harms to non-MOL including transport impact, 
parking displacement, noise, air quality, sunlight and daylight, ecological impacts, trees, light 
pollution, wind and microclimate and heritage. 
 

7.62 The Planning Statement section 7.57, table 8 outlines the potential harms to MOL the 
Applicant foresees. Each of these areas has been addressed in turn, identifying the actual 
harm caused despite the mitigations proposed. In some cases, the survey’s and assessments 
used in the application contain shortcomings which have resulted in flawed conclusions 
being made. 
 

Potential other harms – Transport Impacts 
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The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 

 

MITIGATIONS AND RESIDUAL HARM FROM THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• Retention of existing vehicular access points 

• Additional pedestrian routes through the site 

• Policy compliant car and cycle parking which responds to the Site’s well-connected location 

• Submission of a Residential Travel Plan and Delivery Servicing Plan to stipulate best practice and 
procedure for traffic generated during construction and operation. 
 

Residual Harm Level 

• Transport Assessment, Residential Travel Plan and Delivery and Servicing Plan confirm that the 
proposal is acceptable in transport terms as it complies with relevant planning policy and 
regulations. Accordingly, no residual harm anticipated. 

 

7.63 The Transport Assessment is flawed in many areas and therefore negates the arguments of 
no harm caused: 
 

• The traffic survey by Systra was carried out over 3 years ago and is therefore outdated 
and incorrect. 
 

• A traffic lane has been removed from Ruislip Road East in 2018 and there has not been a 
survey since then to quantify the impact on local traffic (residents say there has been an 
increase in congestion and pollution.) Also, since the instalment of the Quietway, traffic 
accidents have increased in the area. 
 

• Accident data in the traffic survey covers 2011-2016. It clearly shows a year-on-year 
increase of traffic incidents in the area. For 2017 and 2018, data was not supplied in the 
assessment, however, looking at TFL’s website, the 2017 and 2018 traffic numbers 
confirm the annual increase in accidents. There will be additional harm caused by 
additional residents and cars.  Section 3.9.8 of the Transport assessment which says 
‘’The Quietway which was installed in September 2017 is likely to further improve safety 
on the local road network,’’ is therefore incorrect due to the rise of accidents after it was 
implemented. This can been seen in TFL’s London Collision Map and statistics. 
 
o The trip generation assumption is incorrect and therefore proves that there will be 

more traffic generated and result in local harm. There is a contradiction in the 
transport assessment versus what the planning application says. 
 

o Transport assessment section 6.2.1 says, ‘’As the new leisure centre is being built on 
the footprint of the existing and with similar facilities, it is assumed that there will be 
a like-for-like replacement in trips and no new trips created as part of the 
Development.’’ 
 

o Planning Statement sections 7.10 and 7.11 says, ‘’The current usage of Gurnell 
Leisure Centre is at its highest and is expected to continue to increase. In 2009 the 
total number of visits to the centre was 531,201 and by 2016 this rose to 692,906, an 
increase of 30% in 7 years. In the same period, the number of children enrolled on 
the Swim School scheme rose from 2,301 in 2009 to 3,741 in 2016, an increase of 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/safety-and-security/road-safety/london-collision-map
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62% in 7 years. It is projected that this demand will continue to rise, as The London 
Sport borough profile produced in 2017 demonstrated that that 60% of people in 
Ealing would like to do more sport than they currently do.’’ 

 

Conclusion 
 
7.64 The Transport Assessment has fundamental flaws – it is outdated and based on incorrect 

assumptions. There will be traffic impacts as a direct result of this development, not only 
from the introduction of residential but also from the increased visitor number to the new 
leisure centre. Therefore, harm will be caused because of this development. 

 

Potential other harms – Parking Displacement 

 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FROM PLANNING STATEMENT 
 

Mitigations Proposed 

• Relocation of the existing ground level car park into the basement 

• Policy compliant car and cycle parking which responds to the Site’s well connected location. 
 
Residual Harm Level 

• In addition to the underground car park, the Transport Assessment submitted with this application 
illustrates the numerous streets within close proximity to the Site that have capacity for additional 
short-term parking. Residual harm considered to be negligible. 

 

 

7.65 The Parking survey was carried out over 3 years ago and since then car ownership has 
increased due to an uplift in the number of residents in the area (new housing 
developments, HMO’s, flat shares, etc). 
 

7.66 The parking survey shows that the streets nearby are oversubscribed and only streets 
farther way (i.e. 0.5 km way) have capacity. Taking the average of streets across such a large 
area is not realistic because no one will walk more than a few streets to park. Furthermore, 
the survey does not cover Gurnell Grove estate which is directly opposite Gurnell and 
currently has free parking. The majority of that estate is affordable housing families which 
have nowhere else to park and could not afford to pay for a CPZ.  

 
7.67 The parking displacement will force residents in the nearby streets to get a CPZ, which will 

result in a cost burden to homes which would not be having this issue if the proposed 
residential development wasn’t built 

 
7.68 The Travel Plan does not have any plans for monitoring whether new residents of Gurnell 

will be parking in the nearby streets.  
 
7.69 There is no car club provision and therefore the Travel plan is not compliant with Ealing’s 

Sustainable Transport for New Development (Adopted 2013) which states: ‘’Any 
development with 75 units or more will need to provide 1 car club for every 100 units unless 
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all accredited car club operators confirm they are uninterested.’’ The client does not have 
any car club provisions on site. 
 

Conclusion 
 

7.70 The Planning Statement states that, post mitigation, residual harm considered to be 
negligible. However, the Parking Survey has fundamental flaws – it is outdated and based on 
incorrect assumptions. There is no local capacity for additional cars, therefore harm will be 
caused from parking displacement. 

 
 

Potential other harms – Noise 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FROM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• Suitable insulation proposed at non-residential / residential interfaces and as part of the 
development’s façade 

• Noise limits set for the mechanical and plant noise generated by the development 

• Glazing for facades facing Ruislip Road East of a specification beyond that of standard thermal 
double glazing; 

• Planning conditions to ensure noise and vibration levels during construction are not undue. 
 
Residual Harm Level 

• As demonstrated in the Noise Assessment submitted as part of this application, with the mitigation 
proposed the development would provide a suitable noise environment to protect the amenity of 
future and existing residents –both within the development itself and within the wider context. 
Accordingly, no residual harm anticipated. 

 

 

7.71 The Planning Statement states that no residual harm is anticipated from the development. 
 
7.72 During the construction phase, which is due to last around 5 years there will be significant 

noise from the building work - this development will require significant foundational work 
and piling 30m deep.  Traffic generation and noise will also be increased during this period. 
 

7.73 Given the size and scale of the new leisure centre and residential development, it is not 
logically possible that there will not be an increase in noise generated in this location which 
currently has no residential and a smaller leisure centre. 
 

7.74 Many the properties will be facing onto Ruislip Road East and Peal Gardens and there will be 
hundreds of balconies. High specification glazing maybe in place but with windows open and 
residents on balconies noise pollution will be an issue. 
 

7.75 Additionally, the increase in traffic generation will cause additional noise in the area.  
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Conclusion 
 

7.76 The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no anticipated impact from noise. Given 
the size and scale of the leisure centre and residential components of the scheme this is 
unlikely to be the case.  Additionally, this assertion is made based on the assumption that 
there is no increase in traffic which is flawed based on the critique of the Traffic Assessment.  

 
 

Potential other harms – Air Quality 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FROM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• A system of dust mitigation measures to be implemented during demolition and construction, to be 
secured by planning condition 

• Mitigation measures to reduce excess emissions from additional road traffic, such as the 
implementation of Green Travel Plans. 

• Provision of 20% active and 80% passive electric vehicle charging points 

• Implementation of NOx abatement technologies 
 
Residual Harm Level 

• As set out in the Air Quality Assessment submitted as part of this application, if the mitigation 
measures are implemented, then during demolition and construction there would be no considered 
adverse impacts on air quality. During operation the annual mean pollutant concentrations 
generated by the development, when measured from nearby sensitive locations, would be 
considered negligible. 

 

 

7.77 The Air Quality Assessment contains significant mistakes and gaps which refute the 
conclusion that the proposed development is ‘’Air Quality Neutral.’’ Furthermore, these 
mistakes highlight the fact that there is more harm to people and the surrounding 
environment than the assessment identifies.  
 

7.78 In the assessment, the Construction phase is incorrectly estimated to be 2 years (see Table 
19.) The Construction Management Plan clearly says 5 years. This means that the extra 3 
years of construction impact has not been considered in the assessment. For example, there 
will be 150% more HDV trips adding air pollution, there will be additional local traffic 
congestion due to HDV entering/exiting the site, impact of construction dust for a longer 
duration, etc. Therefore, even with the planned mitigations, the overall air quality will be 
impacted negatively. 

 
7.79 Ecological impacts from the earthworks, construction and track out have not been 

considered. Given the immediate proximity of the parkland and proximity of two areas of 
SINC designation, this could cause significant harm to the environment. See Air Quality 
Assessment, Section 4.4.1, Tables 17 and 18. Also, there is the new BMX track, which is 
within the application boundary of the Gurnell area and will have a degree of construction. 
This should be assessed for cumulative impact on the environment. 
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7.80 The Air Quality Assessment (section 4.4.1) assumes that construction traffic would access 

the site only from Ruislip Road East. According the Construction Management Plan, there is 

a second key access point for construction traffic on Argyle Road. Given the significant HDV 

trips and potential road traffic disruption, more sensitivity receptors should represent Peal 

Gardens. This again suggests that the air quality assessment is not representative of the 

actual construction plan. 

 
7.81 Another large local development has been approved (postcode UB6 8TF, application 

194353FUL for 57 flats) within the 350m construction impact radius which has not been 
considered. See section 3.3.2 of the Air Quality Assessment. 

 
7.82 The assessment has not captured the homes that will be the most impacted from the dust 

and operational pollution. In section 4.4, the selected dust and operational sensitive 
receptors from Peal Gardens are 8 and 15 (Peal Gardens 88 must be erroneous as there is no 
such address.) These addresses do not represent the homes which are closest to the site and 
have windows facing west, into the proposed development.   Table 19 says, ‘’ The wind 
direction is predominantly from the south- west and west of the development, as shown in 
Figure 5. As such, properties to the north-east and east of the site would be most affected by 
dust emissions.’’  Peal Gardens homes 24-27 have windows facing west and are 20 meters 
from the proposed Block F. Peal Gardens 24-27 should have been included in the 
assessment. Therefore, there is a strong argument that air quality impact assessment has 
not been accurately assessed because the homes with the most impact have not been 
included. 
 

7.83 The air impact assessment from traffic pollution (Appendix 2) is flawed because it uses the 
2017 Traffic Survey data by Systra. The survey was done over 3 years ago and does not 
represent an accurate view of the significant changes in local road transport since the survey 
was done. Specifically: 

 
o Incorrect width of Ruislip Road East, because a traffic lane was removed since the survey 

was done. There used to be two east bound lanes on Ruislip Road East, now there is only 

one. The visible consequence of the lane reduction is that traffic heading eastbound gets 

backed up from the Ruislip Road East/ Argyle Road roundabout. This results in a 

noticeable amount of increased traffic which leads to more traffic noise and air 

pollution. 

 
o The speed limits have changed. The assessment shows mean vehicle speeds which 

represent the old speed limit of 30mph. New survey data to represent the new speed 

limit of 20mph has not been provided and assessed. This again is not an accurate 

representation of traffic conditions and therefore results in a flawed assessment. 

 

o The traffic survey does not identify or assess the impact caused from the construction 
traffic on the local roads for 5 years (entry & exit points from the construction site.) 

 

Conclusion 
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7.84 The Planning Statement asserts that there is negligible impact to air quality.  However, The 
Air Quality Assessment contains significant mistakes and gaps and the harm to people and 
surrounding environment has been understated and there will be significant harm caused. 
 

 

Potential other harms – Sunlight and Daylight 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FORM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 
Within the constraints of the optimal residential and leisure centre quantum, the development’s design 
is as such so: 

• The tallest elements are clustered in the centre and towards the park, positioned as far from 
existing neighbouring properties as possible 

• Buildings have been split into blocks, reducing the bulk and massing and allowing increased light 
into public areas and to courtyard windows of the proposed residential units. 

• Buildings along the eastern side are orientated inwards to maximise the built distance to Peal 
Gardens, with a resulting separation of 20 metres 

• The buildings nearest Peal Gardens are the lowest within the proposed development, at six storeys 

• The closest building to properties on Ruislip Road East are at least 30 metres from windows of 
existing properties. The height of this element around the south east corner is as such to improve 
the daylight and sunlight for neighbouring properties. 

 
Residual Harm Level 
Whilst the relative change between existing and proposed is significant, this is due to the existing site 
being low-rise and, in most part, completely undeveloped. Whereas the resulting daylight and sunlight 
levels received by neighbouring properties as proposed is more akin to the London environment. As 
proposed, 57% of surrounding windows will adhere to the BRE Guidelines for the Vertical Sky 
Component. Whilst this degree is below the nationally applicable recommendations set out in the BRE 
Guidelines, the guidelines themselves alongside the NPPF 2019 recognise the need for local authorities 
to adopt a flexible approach to sunlight and daylight considerations – particularly where these may 
otherwise prejudice the delivery of a sustainable site. 
 
83% of surrounding windows will adhere to guidelines for No-sky Line. Further, 94% of rooms will 
adhere to guidelines for sunlight. As set out in the Overshadowing and Daylight Report submitted as 
part of this application. Within a London context these levels are suitable, with the properties 
themselves generally retaining a good level of daylight.  
 
Within the development itself 94% of the rooms assessed meet the requisite Average Daylight Factor 
standards, which is considered to be an excellent rate of compliance for scheme of this nature. 
Accordingly, adverse impacts and residual harm from a sunlight and daylight perspective are 
considered to be minor to negligible. 
 

 
7.85 The impact of lost light and overshadowing to the surrounding homes is being diminished by 

a flawed argument which compares light levels with those in urban London. The proposed 
site is not an urban site and therefore creates significant harm to the existing residential 
buildings next to the development.   
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7.86 In the Planning statement, section 8.118 Daylight and Sunlight, it states, '' Policy 7.6 of the 

London Plan outlines that buildings should not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of 
surrounding land and buildings, particularly residential buildings, with regard to 
overshadowing. This is a view carried into draft London Plan Policy D4 which states that the 
design of development should provide sufficient daylight to new existing housing that is 
appropriate for its context.’' 
 

7.87 Therefore, the following breaches exist: 

 

• Section 5.13 of the Daylight Sunlight and Overshadowing Report (Part 1 of 3) identifies 

55 surrounding properties where the assessment indicates that they breach BRE 

guidelines.  The proposed site is on MOL so the properties that are impacted should not 

be impacted in the first place. The 52 homes are:  

o Peal Gardens: 5,6,7,8,14,24,25,26,27 
o Ruislip RE: 11a,15,17,19,21,23,25,27,29,31 
o Wentway Court: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8  
o Pelham Place: 1-16, 17-22, 23-28 

Note: Wentway Court was not identified correctly in the report. There are 8 homes in total. 

7.88 The daylight and sunlight assessment does not assess or evaluate the impact of shade to the 
MOL and parkland. They have provided an ‘’informative’’ view only. This breaches Policy 7.6 
because they have not assessed the impact to the ''surrounding land.’' 

 
Conclusion 
 
7.89 The Planning Statement asserts that there are minor to negligible impacts to sunlight and 

daylight, however this assessment has been made using an altered baseline position.  Even 
with this baseline, a significant number of existing properties are non-compliant with the 
guidelines.  The assessment also takes no account of the impact of overshadowing on the 
MOL parkland itself. Therefore, there will be substantial harm to both MOL and non-MOL as 
a direct result of this development. 
 

 

Potential other harms – Ecological impacts 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FORM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• Seek to retain where possible the existing SINC. Any loss will require appropriate compensation, 
such as additional soft landscaping and tree planting, species-rich grassland and wildflower planting 

• The possibility of extending the SINC is being discussed favourably by LBE. If approved this would be 
considered significant at the local level 

• Further surveys required to ascertain the presence of bats or their habitats 

• Measures should be taken to avoid disturbing or killing birds, hedgehogs and communities of 
invertebrates 
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Residual harm level 
The loss of an area of SINC is proposed to be lost. Whilst this is adjacent to a well-lit road and thus likely 
to contain fewer protected species such as bats, nonetheless its loss is still significant. However, if the 
requisite mitigation measures are implemented then, as per the Ecological Survey submitted as part of 
this application, it is considered there would be no residual harm with a view towards there being a 
likely improvement above current levels in the long-term. This improvement would be significant if an 
extension to the SINC is accepted by LBE.  
 
In terms of adverse impacts on protected habitats and species across the development site, again, if the 
mitigation measures are implemented then there is anticipated to be no residual harm. 
 

 

7.90 The proposal will create significant harms to the ecology and habitats of the area.  

 

7.91 There are significant gaps and flaws in the Ecological Appraisal, Biodiversity Assessment and 

Bat Roost Assessment, therefore, they do not represent a full account of potential ecological 

impact. 

 

• The Ecological Appraisal does not consider the impact of the BMX park development. 

Section 1.5 states, ‘’The remaining areas of the River Brent and Brent River Park North 

SINC and the area of site to the west of the River Brent will be retained by the 

development and protected throughout works.’’ Protecting the SINC is not possible due 

to the planned BMX track. Therefore, the appraisal is flawed and there will be major 

harm to the ecology and the MOL. 

 

• The proposal will harm bats. It breaches the recommendation from the Bat Roost 

Assessment section 5.2 which says, ‘The Brent River Park North: Hanger Lane to the 

Great Western Railway SINC, which falls within the site boundary, must not be affected 

by the development.’’  

 

• The lost SINC from the BMX development is not factored into the net biodiversity 

calculation. Therefore, the resulting net gain is flawed and overstated. This is likely to 

generate a net biodiversity loss. 

 

• The net biodiversity calculation does not cover species (i.e. bats) and therefore the Defra 

metric is currently incomplete as it does not consider ecological functionality or the 

intrinsic value of wildlife. Bats, for example, require hedgerows to help navigate around 

the landscape. For some species, hedgerows are an irreplaceable habitat and their 

removal can have significant adverse impact on those species ability to get to foraging 

areas. The assessment must be based on both habitat functionality and the functionality 

for the species that the landscapes and habitats support, irrespective of the features of 

the site. Therefore, the true harm to nature is not fully assessed and understood. 

 

• The hedgerow condition assessment is too simplistic, as it does not consider species 

diversity or value for wildlife (i.e. bats). Therefore, the harm caused by the removal of 

mature hedgerow is understated. 
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• There is no assessment of the Brent River habitats. Therefore, there could be harm to 

wildlife habitats in the river.  

 

7.92 Further to the potential damage, the mitigation proposed could also be damaging because 

old meadows, neutral and acid grassland are habitats that cannot easily be recreated. 

Enriching grassland or scattering wildflower seed does not make up for a nature 

conservation site or support the fauna associated with old sites.  That is why Ealing's 

Biodiversity Action Plan has identified these habitats as special. 

 

7.93 The Bat Roost Assessment has expired (section 2.21). Only a building inspection was recently 

re-done and therefore does not represent a recent full account of a bat roost assessment.  A 

dusk emergence and dawn re-entry would need to be re-done because the identified 

Pipistrelle bats are known as a building dwelling species and certain parts of the building 

have never been inspected due to lack of access (see section 2.19 and 2.20). 

 

7.94 Some proposed mitigations could be damaging because old meadows, neutral and acid 

grassland are habitats that cannot easily be recreated. Enriching grassland or scattering 

wildflower seeds does not make up for a nature conservation site or support the fauna 

associated with old sites.  That is why Ealing's Biodiversity Action Plan has identified these 

habitats as special. 

 

7.95 Ealing’s Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) is relevant and applies (particularly the Neutral & 

Marshy Grassland and Hedgerows Habitat Action Plans) but has not been followed.  The 

hedgerows in and around Gurnell car park are mixed native species and Ealing’s BAP policies 

apply.  The old hedgerow along the Ruislip Road is of high value and again Ealing’s BAP 

policies apply.  

 

7.96 London Borough of Ealing has a statutory duty (NERC 2006 S40) to ‘have regard to 

conserving biodiversity’  

 

7.97 The Brent River Park Countryside Management Plan 1990 applies but has not been referred 

to. 

 

Conclusion 

7.98 The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual harm, however there are 

several flaws with the Ecological Appraisal, Bat Roost Assessment, and the Biodiversity Net 

Gain calculation. Most notable the destruction of a significant area of SINC has not been 

considered. Therefore, this development will result in substantial harm from an ecological 

perspective. 

 

 

Potential other harms – Trees 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
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COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FORM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• Planning conditions should be imposed to ensure the root protection areas of retained trees can be 
preserved 

• Protective fencing and construction exclusion zones should be erected around trees to be retained 

• Any trees that are proposed for removal should give due consideration to the potential presence of 
protected species 

• In response to the proposed loss of 158 individual trees and two groups, a comprehensive 
landscaping plan and tree replanting strategy has been developed to mitigate against and address 
the loss of visual public amenity and ecology. The trees to be replanted should be appropriate to 
the Site 

• The position of new trees and plants should take fully into account the proximity to any new or 
existing built development 

 
Residual Harm Level 
As part of this application, an Arboricultural Assessment was carried out which surveyed the quality and 
location of all trees across the Site. Whilst a large number of trees are proposed for removal as part of 
this application, the assessment concludes that if the requisite mitigation works are carried out then, 
whilst there may be minor residual harm in the short term as the trees and landscaping mature, in the 
long term there would be a benefit to the Site’s increased visual amenity and ecological value 
 

 

7.99 There will be removal of trees and vegetation which is not covered under the Arboricultural 

Impact Assessment. The scope of the Arboricultural Impact Assessment did not include the 

scope of the entire application site. The west and north-west part of the site was excluded.  

 

7.100 A separate ‘informative’ Arboricultural survey was done for the BMX application and says, ‘It 

provides information on the current condition of trees at the site, their suitability for 

retention, and the above and below ground constraints to development.’ It is not an impact 

assessment because the survey was done before the site design details were known.  

 

7.101 The BMX design report clearly says in section 4.1 ‘’Removal of existing trees and vegetation 

is required for the construction of the track and track facilities. Trees over 100mm diameter 

are to be removed from site. Smaller shrub vegetation is to be chipped at an agreed 

location.’’ Therefore, there will be tree and vegetation destruction that has not been 

assessed in terms of its potential impact. 

 

7.102 There will be a reduction of local CO2 absorption for 20+ years. The young trees that are 

planned to be planted will take 20 - 30 years to reach the size of the 158 trees (and the extra 

trees to be removed from the BMX park) that will be removed. The young trees will not 

absorb the same levels of CO2 as the mature trees. 

 

Conclusion 

7.103 The Planning Statement asserts that there will be only minor residual harm in the short term 

and a “benefit to the Site’s increased visual amenity and ecological value” in the long term. 

The assessments fail to take into account the removal of trees for the BMX track which has 
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only been subject to an “informative” survey. Any increase to visual amenity through 

replanting will be far outweighed by the developments towering over them and casting huge 

shadows across the park. Any increase in ecological value in the long term is debateable and 

will take decades to be achieved, especially considering the construction period will span 5 

years. Therefore, this development will result in substantial harm from an arboricultural 

perspective. 

 

Potential other harms – Light Pollution 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FORM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• The lighting will be designed to ensure energy consumption is minimised and obtrusive light would 
not be emitted outside the Site’s boundary in accordance with the relevant British Standards and 
CIBSE Lighting Guides 

• The lighting locations will be as such to further ensure no upward light is emitted 

• The final lighting details will be confirmed via planning condition. 
 
Residual Harm Level 
As set out in the External Lighting Assessment submitted as part of this application, the fundamental 
criteria of the lighting strategy would be to ensure it has no adverse impacts on surrounding dwellings 
or ecology. Accordingly, with the above mitigation included in the final lighting strategy, it is considered 
this element of the proposal would result in no residual harm. 
 

 

7.104 A lighting assessment has been carried out, there are several flaws with the assessment: 
 

• The assessment is an external lighting assessment i.e. streetlights and public amenity 

areas – this assessment does not include lighting that will be omitted from the 

residences and leisure centre which will be significant due to the size and scale of the 

development 

 

• The site has been assessed against an environmental zone of E4, an Urban area. This 

means that any lighting measurements and mitigations are been compared to an 

incorrect baseline.  There is some current lighting on the site, however the vast majority 

of the site is open parkland and therefore the environmental zones should reflect this.  

Most the developed area could be categorized suburban and the park itself may even 

have lower light levels than this. 
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Tables from the External Lighting Assessment 

 
 
7.105 The lighting assessment states: 

 
“The ecologist report states that there is a moderate likelihood that the site contains 
potential bat roosting and foraging habitats. Therefore, the design will need careful lighting 
design calculations to ensure that the potential areas are protected. The design will be 
carefully discussed and developed with the ecologist. Bats, their roosts and their bat routes 
are protected by law. Illuminating a bat roost or even a known feeding route could result in 
an offence being committed as the bats are a protected species under the Wildlife & 
Countryside Act (1981), stating that it is illegal to kill, injure, capture or even disturb bats.” 
 
However, the lighting calculations have not been created or checked with an ecologist and 
the final lighting strategy has not been produced.  Therefore, there could be a significant 
impact to the local bat population. 

 
Conclusion 

 
7.106 The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual harm, however the assessment 

has a flawed baseline position, identifying the are as “urban”.  The scope of the assessment 

is limited to external lighting only and does not consider the impacted to protected species 

such as bats. Therefore, this development may result in substantial harm from a light 

pollution perspective. 

 

Potential other harms – Wind and Microclimate 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
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COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FROM PLANNING STATEMENT 

Mitigations Proposed 

• The location of seating and the use of 1.5 metre high hedging where appropriate to ensure 
comfortable sitting conditions 

• The use of 2 metre high ‘L’ shaped screens on the south west corner 

• Chamfering of the south east corner of Block B / the leisure centre 

• Solid side screens on the balconies along the eastern façade of Block B 

• 1.5 metre high screening around the seating areas on the proposed podium garden deck 

• These details will be secured via planning condition as part of the detailed design process. 
 

Residual Harm Level 
With the above mitigation carried out, the Wind and Microclimate report submitted as part of this 
application confirms that, in all locations around the development, conditions would be suitable for the 
intended use with no safety exceedances. Accordingly, there would be no residual harm in this regard. 
 

 
7.107 The Wind and Microclimate report clearly states in its executive summary, ‘’The objective of 

this study was to determine the ground, balcony and terrace level wind environment within 
and around the Proposed Development in London, UK.’’ 
  

7.108 There is no assessment on the potential ecological effects and harm of wind and 
microclimate on the park environment or its wildlife. 
 

7.109 Therefore, the potential harm to the park and its wildlife is unknown and requires further 
assessment to ensure it is not impacted. Given several mitigations had to be added to the 
design to ensure that dangerously windy conditions were mitigated, it is reasonable to 
assume there may be further impacts that have not been identified. 
 

Conclusion 
 

7.110 The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual harm, however the assessment 

fails to consider the potential impact to the park and its wildlife.  Therefore, this 

development may result in substantial harm from a wind and microclimate perspective. 

 

Potential other harms - Heritage 
 

COMMENTS AND MITIGATION FROM PLANNING STATEMENT 
 

Mitigations Proposed 

• A planning condition should be imposed that requires an archaeological watching brief 
 

Residual Harm Level 
he Built Heritage Statement submitted with this application confirms the scheme would have no 
adverse impacts on the significance of the surrounding built heritage assets by virtue of their distance 
from the Site. In terms of archaeology, whilst the Site is located within a designated Archaeological 
Priority Area it is considered to have a low archaeological potential. Accordingly, the imposition of the 
above planning condition will provide comfort of no residual harm. 
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7.111 There are 5 heritage assets in the locality of the site: 

• Cuckoo estate Conservation area 

• Hanwell Community Centre (Grade II listed building, NHLE ref: 1358760) 

• Church of St Mary the Virgin (Grade I listed building, NHLE ref: 1079402) 

• Colleton Tomb, St Mary the Virgin Churchyard (Grade II listed, list entry number 

1245218) 

•  ‘Lych Gate to North West of Church of St Mary the Virgin’ (Grade II listed, list entry 

number 1079403) 

 

7.112 The built heritage statement asserts that that there is no harm to these assets, however they 

have not been included within the VIA and therefore this should be revisited to assess the 

true level on impact. 

 

Conclusion 
 

7.113 The table below outlines the levels of residual harm outlined in the Planning Statement and 

considers the actual residual levels based on our review of the assessments. The levels of 

residual harm have been significantly understated and therefore overall, this development 

will result in substantial harm to both MOL and other harm. 

 

AREA RESIDUAL HARM LEVEL 
(PLANNING STATEMENT) 

ACTUAL LIKELY RESIDUAL 
 HARM LEVEL 

MOL Openness Significant adverse impacts at the 
Site’s southern end – decreasing in 
harm towards the north 

Very substantial harm 

MOL usability No harm Moderate harm 

Transport Impacts No harm Substantial harm 

Parking Displacement Negligible residual harm Substantial harm 

Noise No harm Moderate harm 

Air Quality Negligible residual harm Substantial harm 

Daylight and Sunlight Minor to negligible harm Substantial harm 

Ecological impacts No harm Substantial harm 

Trees Minor short-term harm, though 
becoming a benefit in the long 
term 

Substantial harm 

Light Pollution No harm Moderate harm likely – needs 
further assessment 

Wind and Microclimate No harm Moderate harm likely – needs 
further assessment 

Heritage No harm Minor harm 

 

7.114 In addition to these harms, there are several areas of non-compliance to Ealing Local policy 
which are highlighted in APPENDIX 6. ADDITIONAL PLANNING POLICY ON GREEN AND OPEN 
SPACES 
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Potential benefit to MOL 
 

7.115 The Planning Statement section 7.59, table 10 outlines the potential benefits to MOL the 
Applicant foresees. Each of these areas has been addressed in turn, identifying the 
consequence of each “benefit” 

 

Nature of potential benefit to MOL – Enhancements to Outdoor offer 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

BENEFITS OUTLINED IN THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

Whilst the exact nature of the enhancements are set out above and in the accompanying design and 
technical documents, the MOL-specific benefits these enhancements provide include: 
 

• Improvements in overall MOL quality, usability and accessibility in accordance with NPPF paragraph 
141, current London Plan Policy 7.17 and draft London Plan Policy G3 

• Provision of designated walking and cycling routes to allow the public to access and enjoy the 
entirety of the MOL parkland – when currently no such paths exist 

• The installation of a bridge across the River Brent which, alongside the creation of these new 
walking routes would contribute towards LBE’s aspiration of creating a Greenford to Gurnell link 

• Flood mitigation measures to make the parkland useable and safe for a far greater proportion of 
the year than current 

• The creation of new planting areas and natural interventions will, in the long term, increase the 
biodiversity value of the Site by providing new habitats and growing environments. This is in 
accordance with LBE’s Core Strategy Policy 5.2, which regards the requirement to protect and 
enhance MOL 

• The creation of different types of landscaped space, including the new courtyard, allow for 
substantial flexibility for different informal sporting and leisure activities – a substantial 
improvement on the current offer In this respect, Appeal Ref: APP/G5180/W/18/3206569 (allowed 
on 26thJune 2019) is relevant which was pursuant to a residential proposal on PDL elements of 
MOL - refused by the London Borough of Bromley (LPA Ref: 18/01319/FULL1). As part of the 
scheme, extensive enhancements were proposed to the accessibility of the existing non-PDL 
elements of MOL.  

 
In this instant (and notwithstanding the other VSC matters considered as part of this application) the 
Inspector considered that “very significant weight” was attached to the open space enhancements as 
part of the VSC argument on the basis of its compliance with NPPF paragraph 141.In this respect, it 
should be noted that the MOL being enhanced as part of the Bromley proposal was 1.12ha. The GLC 
enhancements however cover almost 6ha. 
 

 
 

7.116 Overall MOL quality will be degraded with this proposal and therefore it should be noted 
that the harm caused by this proposal outweighs the improvements. There are flaws with 
various assessments which in turn, produce inaccurate statements about improvements. 
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Additionally, they do not consider certain harms which are important to people and the 
ecology. These can be summarised as: 

 

• Overall loss of SINC and habitat for bats because of the BMX track development. LBE has 

a statutory duty (NERC 2006 S40) to ‘have regard to conserving biodiversity.’ 

 

• Overall loss of trees as a result of both the Gurnell and BMX track development. 

 

• The Net Biodiversity assessment and calculation of +16.23% are flawed because they do 

not factor in the west part of the site and the impact of the BMX track development (loss 

of trees and loss of SINC.) The assessments clearly say that area must not be developed 

yet it is planned for development. This would likely generate a net biodiversity loss. 

 

• Given the various flawed ecological assessments (see Ecological impacts section) and the 

lack of an EIA, it can be argued that the full extent of the harm to the MOL is still not 

known. A full EIA would be needed to provide a comprehensive assessment of this 

proposal. 

 

• Due to the proposed high-rise development and the shadows it will cast into the park, 

the loss of sunlight (and overshadowing) will be significant compared to the current 

levels. The tall buildings and shadows create an urbanising effect on the park which is 

currently unharmed by tall buildings. This harm has not been considered.  

 
7.117 Furthermore, it can be added that improvements to usability and accessibility to the 

parkland could be implemented without this proposal. The Mayor of London has granted 
LBE £325,000 to improve the Gurnell to Greenford Greenway. Therefore, funding from that 
scheme can be used to further enhance the park usability and accessibility without high rise 
tower blocks or a BMX track. 

 

Nature of potential benefit to MOL – Design Quality of the Leisure Centre 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

IMPACTS OUTLINED IN THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

As set out above and in more detail in the submitted Design and Access Statement, the current leisure 
centre orientation and materiality does not relate well to the MOL. It is non transparent and protrudes 
into the park, its orientation blocks visual and physical access and its raised setting with changes in level 
create a separation between the leisure centre and park land. In addition, it lacks a defined presence 
and fails to provide a sense of its landmark location and function. The proposal will therefore: 

• Open the leisure up to the MOL with a materials palette that is more sympathetic to the natural 
context and lighter in weight and severity 

• Provide the leisure centre with a degree of transparency, inspiring users of the wider MOL park to 
similarly engage in sporting and leisure activities 

• Provide additional MOL parkland to the northern end of the leisure centre, with the proposed 
footprint reoriented more towards Ruislip Road East 
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7.118 The proposed leisure centre is not sympathetic to the natural context and imposes itself 
(with its two 15-storey brick towers) onto the MOL. It is heavier in weight and severity, and 
its high skyline creates a negative visual impact to its surrounding. Many leisure centres built 
by Wilmott Dixon can qualify their design as a benefit but for the Gurnell proposal, the 
addition of the two residential towers on top of the leisure centre is a design mistake (both 
visually and logically because it will make a future refurbishment or replacement even more 
expensive.) 
 

7.119 The current leisure, while it lacks in materiality and orientation, is set back from the road 
and within mature trees which conceal it and help it to blend into the parkland.  
 

7.120 The proposed leisure centre does not take advantage of its location with respect to the 
parkland visual amenity. The gym, studios and children’s water play area all face Ruislip Road 
East. Only the swimming pool faces into the park. There is an overall net loss visual amenity 
for leisure centre users because the current leisure centre has studios and the swimming 
pool facing into the park. 
 

7.121 There is no additional MOL parkland being provided or created. There is actually a net loss of 
MOL and more of the park will become developed (albeit for sporting activities) due to the 
four-fold increase of the BMX track and increased play space provision for the children 
generated form the development 

 

Potential benefit to non-MOL 
 

7.122 The Planning Statement section 7.59, table 11 outlines the potential benefits to non-MOL 
the Applicant foresees. Each of these areas has been addressed in turn, identifying the 
consequence of each “benefit”. 

 

Nature of potential benefit to non-MOL – Additional sporting capacity 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

BENEFITS OUTLINED IN THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

Fundamental as part of this application is the provision of a state of the art leisure centre that, 
designed in accordance with the brief from LBE, will meet the borough’s requirements for the 
additional required sporting capacity set out in LBE’s Sports Facility Strategy 2012-2021. Key benefits 
associated with the leisure centre are: 

• Establishing this area as a much-needed sports hub, required by LBE Core Strategy Policy 5.6 

• The strengthening of local communities by providing them additional and higher quality sporting 
facilities. It will also inspire the Ealing Swimming Club, already the largest in the country, to 
continue to gain support 

• The national importance of encouraging sporting participation for all sections of society and the 
resulting mental and physical health improvements this would result. This should be noted 
alongside the implications of this Full Application being refused, which would result in the 
existing leisure centre, with insufficient funding, having to close 
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• The new leisure centre, with a significantly upgraded 50 metre pool would increase its regional 
role within London as a whole, incentivising further economic investment in, and development 
of the borough’s sporting provision 

• In addition, linked to the proposal a new BMX track and skatepark to the benefit of Ealing BMX 
Club and Ealing Skatepark Association (respectively) alongside any more ad-hoc users will be 
provided 

• The larger leisure facilities will provide additional jobs for members of the local community 

• As a modern facility built to be state-of-the-art, it will incorporate sustainable technologies to 
ensure it operates with ultimate efficiency. This is something the current leisure, built in 1981, 
would not allow for without substantial and costly retrofitting 

• Medium-term employment creation in the construction of the proposal 
 

 

7.123 The focus has been swimming with no benefits being considered for other Gurnell user 
groups. 
 

7.124 Harm will be caused to the members of the “Anti-Stress yoga class” which is reliant on the 
current studio which faces into the park. The class focuses on meditation, relaxation and 
yoga in a quiet room while looking into the green park.   In the new leisure centre, the 
studios will face onto the busy Ruislip Road East and therefore none of the new studios can 
be used for this purpose. 

 
 

7.125 Currently there is a separate gym which is used for a female only timeslot. The proposed 
gym is all on one floor with no means of dividing the area to create a more private exercise 
space. 

 
7.126 Lost opportunity is an aspect of harm. There is lost opportunity because the proposed 

leisure centre falls short of being state-of-the-art. There is no multi-use sports hall, climbing 
wall, or hydrotherapy suite for people with disabilities or local athletes. These are all typical 
features of state-of-the-art leisure centres and Gurnell will not have any of these. 
 

7.127 Medium and Long-term loss of employment to the car wash business and the 4-8 employees 
that operate in the current car park.  Also, to the existing local shop in Gurnell Grove – the 
new development has two retail units which could easily take the shop’s current customer 
base. 
 

7.128 The proposed BMX track (which is circa four times larger than the existing one) will remove a 
significant piece of SINC and green space which reduces the green way corridor. Green open 
space will be converted to PDL and there is a risk that this become further developed in the 
future, of the track and ancillary buildings extend into the other half of the meadow. 
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Map showing the green corridor and bottleneck in the Gurnell area. 

 

7.129 The Skate Park is also being relocated to a more central position within the park and will give 
the park itself a more “urban” feel. 

 
7.130 Increased traffic, pollution and parking problems generated from the increased 

membership. The applicant has provided no mitigation for these impacts. 
 

Nature of potential benefit to non-MOL – Park enhancements 
 

The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

BENEFITS OUTLINED IN THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

The MOL focused benefits of proposed enhancements to the wider MOL parkland are set out above. 
Other benefits of enhancements to the park land include: 
 

• Making the parkland safer and more attractive to wider members of the community. This will 
ensure it is better integrated and far better used by residents than the current space 

• By making it easier to walk and cycle, encouraging members of the community to partake in a 
greater variety of outdoor sporting activities 

• The better used open parkland will be designed to maximise opportunities for social interaction, 
supported by the new retail opportunity also provided on site. This will facilitate the creation of 
stronger communities, and increased senses of inclusion and safety 

• The proposed reconfiguration would bring the facility closer to South Ruislip Road, providing an 
active frontage and better establishing it in the wider public realm 
 

 

7.131 One method that may be used to make the parkland safer may be the use of additional 
lighting which may have a detrimental impact to local wildlife, particularly bats. 
 

7.132 There are no additional outdoor sporting activities proposed, in fact two grass football 
pitches will be lost.  There is nothing in place to encourage “members of the community to 
partake in a greater variety of outdoor sporting activities”.  
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7.133 The playground will be increased in size from 1,188 sqm to 3,752 sqm to account from 
increased demand from the residential element of the proposal. The impact of this is that an 
additional 2,564 sqm of park will not be usable by the wider public. 
 

7.134 Landscaped and manicured parks are not necessarily more attractive than those left to 
rewild or have a more naturally landscape.  To achieve “benefit” a significant amount of 
habitat, including 158 trees and several native species hedgerows will be destroyed.  It will 
take many years until the park becomes mature again. 
 

7.135 The proposed tower blocks will cause significant overshadowing into the park which has not 
been assessed. This will impact users of the park, including the re-provisioned playground, 
skate park and at some points of the year, even the BMX track.  The park currently receives 
full sunlight all day, all year round and the costly, newly landscaped park will lose sunlight. 
 

7.136 The residential development is entirely segregated by housing tenure and effectively has a 
“poor door” created.  There will be no feeling of inclusion. 
 

7.137 The proposal moves the leisure centre closer to Ruislip Road East.  There will not be an 
“active frontage” aside from the entrance.  Moving it to this position will make the 
development more prominent and overbearing as the leisure centre itself is materially larger 
and will also have two 15 storey tower blocks attached. 

 

Nature of potential benefit to non-MOL – Housing 
 
The following table contains wording from the Planning Statement verbatim.  The subsequent 
paragraphs outline our assessment, comments, and conclusions. 
 

BENEFITS OUTLINED IN THE PLANNING STATEMENT 

The provision of 599 additional homes (including 196 affordable homes) which will contribute towards 
the draft London Plan’s much increased housing target for LBE of 2,807 homes per annum. Further 
benefits of this housing provision include: 
 

• The creation of sufficient funding to facilitate the construction of the leisure centre 

• The provision of 35% affordable housing (by hab room) 

• A wide mix of high quality and spacious accommodation to meet the varying needs of the 
borough’s population 

• The introduction of a new community in the area, providing additional footfall to the nearby 
Greenford Town Centre and a new cross section of residents to take advantage of the much 
enhanced MOL parkland 

• Medium-term employment creation in the construction of the proposal 

• The improvement of the public realm around Ruislip Road East, through the creation of active 
frontages and a better sense of enclosure 

• The generation of S106 financial contributions to the borough 
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Gurnell – housing mix and tenure 

 
 
7.138 Sufficient funding is not being generated. The original scheme was meant to be cost neutral 

to the Council and this has now become a “facilitating” rather than “enabling” development.  
In any case, as outlined earlier in this document there is no firm foundation in the 
justification for this development or the estimated price tag of the new leisure centre. 
 

7.139 This site is MOL and the core principle is that this should not be developed – a residential 
development on this site is inappropriate. Ealing has a significant pipeline of development, 
with an estimated number of 40,000 units recently built, approved, in planning or proposed. 
This development is not required to meet housing targets and MOL should be protected else 
all land in the borough will become developed. 
 

7.140 There is no social housing in this development.  On public sector land the affordable housing 
target is 50%, this development only has 35%.  It is also not actually affordable to residents 
of Ealing - The 2018 SHMA states that a vast majority of households in Ealing are unable to 
afford affordable rent. 

 
7.141 The Affordable Housing element is not being cross funded by the “facilitating” development.  

Ealing has received £100M grant funding from the GLA and £10M has been allocated to this 
project.  Therefore 403 units / 4 tower blocks on the right-hand side of the development, 
which will cause a significant amount of harm to the MOL are in no way responsible for the 
creation of Affordable Housing in this scheme. 
 

7.142 The housing “ticks the boxes” of space standards but is by no means “high quality and 
spacious”.  The housing mix is mostly studio, 1 and 2 bedrooms and lacks family units – there 
are only 37 three bed units and only 12 of these are in the affordable provision.  
 

7.143 The density is extremely excessive with 599 units on 1.42 ha giving rise to a density over four 
times the guidelines in the current London Plan.  Given the current pandemic, we should be 
looking to decrease not increase the density of development. 
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7.144 The Ealing Local Plan requires a majority of housing at “low cost rent” which this scheme 
does not have. 

 
7.145 A new community is unlikely to form here. The London Affordable Rent and Shared 

Ownership properties are segregated from each other and the rest of the development 
effectively creating a “poor door” non-inclusive environment.  Additionally, the new 
residents will be unlikely to integrate with the residents of the Gurnell Grove estate forming 
further segregation across the local area.  
 

7.146 Given 403 of the units are market sale and Eco World is an overseas company, it is highly 
likely that a significant number of the properties will be sold overseas.  This could easily be 
another Dicken’s Yard situation where no community has formed and the “active frontage” 
is not active at all.  Any assumed benefits from the new residents improving the local 
economy will not materialise as the properties will be empty. 
 

7.147 The parkland is not being enhanced. Equally, we don’t need “a new cross section of residents 
to take advantage of the much enhanced MOL parkland”. In the current pandemic and local 
lockdown, space has been a premium, adding 1,800 new residents will effectively fill up the 
new park and no additional green space is being created to account for the uplift in 
residents. 
 

7.148 A key aspect of MOL is that it is open, therefore the development should not be stating “The 
improvement of the public realm around Ruislip Road East, through the creation of active 
frontages and a better sense of enclosure” as a benefit when in previous section it claims no 
impact to openness. 
 

7.149 S106 payments are supposed to mitigate the effects of development, not to be a reason for 
them. Given the number of developments across the borough, there should be sufficient 
S106 money to close the funding gap for a new leisure centre and avoid building on MOL in 
the first place. 
 

7.150 The new leisure centre will be reoriented and “would bring the facility closer to Ruislip Road 
East”.  This would make the new building much more imposing and overbearing as it is also 
materially larger than the existing building. 
 

7.151 A major consequence of the additional housing will be the additional people and the strain 
they will cause on the local physical and social infrastructure.  There will be increased traffic, 
parking problems and more pollution. 
 

7.152 Based on the housing mix the development could cause an uplift of 1,800 residents.  It is 
highly likely that a significant proportion of these residents will become members of the new 
leisure centre, and whilst that will increase revenue it will create a capacity strain as soon as 
it is opens. 
 

7.153 Park users will be impacted by the loss of privacy due to the significant number of properties 
facing the park. 
 
 

7.154 An additional 250 children could be generated from the scheme (based on play space 
increase from 1,188 sqm current provision to 3,752 sqm increased provision and minimum 
requirement of 10 sqm per child). Given the proximity of the playground to blocks B, C and D 
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there is a safeguarding issue in terms of overlooking. The playground will also be 
overshadowed for large portions of the day across the entire year. 

 

Conclusion 
 
7.155 There is no benefit coming from the “design quality of the leisure centre”. The proposals are 

not sympathetic to the natural context and are imposing as the new centre would be 
materially larger than the existing one and with two 15 storey tower blocks attached. The 
internal design is also flawed, providing parkland vistas to the swimmers but views of Ruislip 
Road East to the gym and exercise studio users. 

 
7.156 There are no significant enhancements to the outdoor offer.  Substantial harm will be 

caused as a direct result of this development, including loss of sunlight and daylight, 
ecological and arboricultural especially considering the loss of a significant area of SINC. The 
“park enhancements” outlined simply do not outweigh the harm caused. 
 

7.157 The new leisure centre will have little in the way of additional sporting capacity. The pool 
will have four additional lanes and there will one more extra studio.  The benefits are being 
massively overstated and substantial harm will be caused as direct result of the 
development. 
 

7.158 Ealing’s housing development pipeline is significant, and the council should not be resorting 
to building on MOL to solve housing needs – this is a leisure centre project, not a housing 
one.  The affordable housing is not even being cross funded by the private development and 
therefore there is no dependency between the two.  There is no social housing and at 35% 
the level of affordable housing falls far short of the 50% target for public sector land. 
 

7.159 To conclude, the benefits have been overstated and there are significant consequences of 
each of these that has simply not been addressed. 

 

  



VERSION 2.0    

8. SUMMARY OF STATED HARMS AND BENEFITS 
 

8.1 In accordance with paragraph 143 of the NPPF “When considering any planning application, 

local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 

Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 

Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations” 

 

Summary and assessment of Harms 
 

8.2 The levels of residual harm have been significantly understated and overall, this 

development will result in substantial harm to both MOL and non-MOL. They include, but 

are not limited to: 

 

8.3 Impact to openness - This development will cause substantial harm to openness, both 

visually, spatially and through the erosion of MOL. The VIA even states that “the increased 

building massing would realise a locally significant adverse effect on the purposes and 

function of the MOL designation” and the Planning Statement concurs “there would be a loss 

of open green views”.  There will be significant urbanising effect of the proposed tall 

buildings. The site is not designated for tall buildings. Any compensatory measures by means 

of ecological improvements or landscaping will not be sufficient to outweigh the harm to 

openness and other harm caused by these proposals. 

 

8.4 Impact to MOL usability - These proposals would result in the loss of MOL usability in terms 

of its open and unstructured nature and significant adverse impact to openness and 

overshadowing. The loss of the surface level car park will create additional strain on parking 

in local streets (see Parking Displacements section for further details).  The park will also 

become less usable due to the sheer number of additional users, the new development will 

bring around 1,800 new residents into this site and essentially what is being built here is an 

amenity space for those residents to the detriment of the existing community. 

 
8.5 Transport impacts - The Transport Assessment has fundamental flaws – it is outdated and 

based on incorrect assumptions. There will be traffic impacts as a direct result of this 
development, not only from the introduction of residential but also from the increased 
visitor number to the new leisure centre. Therefore, harm will be caused because of this 
development. 

 
8.6 Parking Displacement - The Planning Statement states that, post mitigation, residual harm 

considered to be negligible. However, the Parking Survey has fundamental flaws – it is 
outdated and based on incorrect assumptions. There is no local capacity for additional cars.  
Therefore, harm will be caused from parking displacement. 
 
 
 

8.7 Noise - The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no anticipated harm from noise. 
Given the size and scale of the leisure centre and residential components of the scheme, this 
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is unlikely to be the case.  Additionally, this assertion is made based on the assumption that 
there is no increase in traffic which is flawed based on the critique of the Traffic Assessment.  
 

8.8 Air Quality - The Planning Statement asserts that there is negligible impact to air quality.  
However, the Air Quality Assessment contains significant mistakes and gaps and the harm to 
people and surrounding environment has been understated and there will be significant 
harm caused. 
 

8.9 Sunlight and Daylight - The Planning Statement asserts that there are minor to negligible 
impacts to sunlight and daylight, however this assessment has been made using an altered 
baseline position.  Even with this baseline, a significant number of existing properties are 
non-compliant with the guidelines.  The assessment also takes no account of the impact of 
overshadowing on the MOL parkland itself. Therefore, there will be substantial harm to both 
MOL and non-MOL as a direct result of this development. 
 

8.10 Ecological impacts - The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual harm, 

however there are several flaws with the Ecological Appraisal, Bat Roost Assessment, and 

the Biodiversity Net Gain calculation. Most notably the destruction of a significant area of 

SINC has not been considered (due to the proposed BMX track not being factored into the 

net biodiversity calculation.) Also, harm to wildlife due to the destruction or impact to 

habitats has not been considered. Therefore, this development will result in substantial 

harm from an ecological perspective. 

 

8.11 Trees - The Planning Statement asserts that there will be only minor residual harm in the 

short term and a “benefit to the Site’s increased visual amenity and ecological value” in the 

long term. The assessments fail to take into account the removal of trees for the BMX track 

which has only been subject to an “informative” survey. Any increase to visual amenity 

through replanting will be far outweighed by the developments towering over them and 

casting huge shadows across the park. Any increase in ecological value in the long term is 

debateable and will take decades to be achieved, especially considering the construction 

period will span 5 years. Therefore, this development will result in substantial harm from an 

arboricultural perspective. 

 
8.12 Light Pollution - The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual harm, 

however the assessment has a flawed baseline position, identifying the area as “urban”.  The 

scope of the assessment is limited to external lighting only and does not consider the impact 

to protected species such as bats. Therefore, this development may result in substantial 

harm from a light pollution perspective. 

 
8.13 Wind and Microclimate -  The Planning Statement asserts that there will be no residual 

harm, however the assessment fails to consider the potential impact to the park and its 

wildlife.  Therefore, this development may result in substantial harm from a wind and 

microclimate perspective. 

8.14  

 
8.15 Heritage - The built heritage statement asserts that that there is no harm to these assets, 

however they have not been included within the VIA and therefore this should be revisited 

to assess the true level of impact. 
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8.16 Social impacts – Societal and community harm caused by the lack of inclusion from housing 
and amenity space segregation.   
 

8.17 Housing impacts - The proposed housing is not aligned with what Ealing’s needs. There is no 
social housing, affordable housing should be 50% on public land and there is a lack of family 
sized units. 
 

8.18 Strategic impacts - Lost opportunity to provide a much better facility mix and future proofed 
leisure centre for future generations of Ealing residents. The proposed leisure centre offers 
very few improvements and given the extremely high cost, its deemed low value-for-money 
when compared to other similar costed leisure centres that other boroughs have delivered. 
 

8.19 Deliverability - Lack of financial viability and extremely high delivery risk to Ealing which 
could delay the new leisure centre beyond 3 years. 

 
 

Summary and assessment of Benefits 
 
8.20 Enhancements to outdoor offer - There are no significant enhancements to the outdoor 

offer.  Substantial harm will be caused as a direct result of this development, including loss 
of sunlight and daylight, ecological and arboricultural especially considering the loss of a 
significant area of SINC. The “park enhancements” outlined simply do not outweigh the 
harm caused. 

 
8.21 Design quality of the Leisure Centre - There is no benefit coming from the “design quality of 

the leisure centre”. The proposals are not sympathetic to the natural context and are 
imposing as the new centre would be materially larger than the existing one and with two 15 
storey tower blocks attached. The internal design is also flawed, providing parkland vistas to 
the swimmers but views of Ruislip Road East to the gym and exercise studio users. 
 

8.22 Additional sporting capacity - The new leisure centre will have little in the way of additional 
sporting capacity. The pool will have four additional lanes and there will one more extra 
studio.  The benefits are being massively overstated and substantial harm will be caused as 
direct result of the development. 
 

8.23 Park enhancements – The park enhancements are completely overstated, and the harm 
caused by destruction of natural habitat will outweigh any stated benefits.  The proposed 
landscaping is not safeguarded and therefore could be removed if the developer’s build 
costs overrun. 
 

8.24 Housing - Ealing’s housing development pipeline is significant, and the council should not be 
resorting to building on MOL to solve housing needs – this is a leisure centre project, not a 
housing one.  The affordable housing is not even being cross funded by the private 
development and therefore there is no dependency between the two.  There is no social 
housing and at 35% the level of affordable housing falls far short of the 50% target for public 
sector land. 
 

8.25 To conclude, the benefits have been overstated and there are significant consequences of 
each of these that has simply not been addressed. 
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Conclusion 
 
8.26 In accordance with paragraph 144 of the NPPF “When considering any planning application, 

local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the 
Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is 
clearly outweighed by other considerations” 

 
8.27 There is strong evidence in this document to prove that the harms have been overlooked, 

understated and have not been given substantial weight.  The potential harm to the MOL 
and other harm is substantial and is not clearly outweighed by the stated benefits.  
Therefore “very special circumstances” do not exist and planning permission for either 
scheme should not be granted. 
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9. BUILDING ON MOL LAND - DO VERY SPECIAL CIRUCUMSTANCES’ 

EXIST? 
 

9.1 The fact that Gurnell Leisure Centre (GLC) needs updating is not in dispute. However, this 
proposal is for a much larger development on protected Metropolitan Open Land. When 
tested against planning policy it is clear this would be completely inappropriate. No 
circumstances exist that could justify departing from crystal clear policy as is now proposed. 
 

Metropolitan Open Land 
 

9.2 The GLC site is Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). It merits its designation under all four 
criteria in the existing London Plan (Policy 7.17D) and the New London Plan (Policy G3). This 
is because: 

• it is clearly distinguishable from the built-up area to the south 

• it includes open air facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, and sport, 

• As a SINC, it contains features and landscapes of metropolitan value 

• it forms part of a Green Chain or a link in the network of green infrastructure 
 

9.3 Policy 7.17B of the Existing London Plan provides that “the strongest protection should be 
given to London’s Metropolitan Open Land and inappropriate development refused except in 
very special circumstances” , ”Essential ancillary facilities for appropriate uses will only be 
acceptable where they maintain the openness of MOL”. Para 8.3.2 of the NLP gives MOL 
similar levels of protection. 
 

9.4 The supporting text for LP Policy 7.17 confirms that “appropriate development should be 
limited to small scale structures to support outdoor green space uses and minimise any 
adverse impact on the openness of MOL”. Policy G3A(1) is still more clear: “Development 
proposals that would harm MOL should be refused. MOL should be protected from 
inappropriate development in accordance with national planning policy tests that apply to 
the Green Belt.” 
 

9.5 While it can be argued that replacement of the leisure centre would provide enhancement 
(albeit negligible) to “facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, sport”, the current proposals 
would have a devastating impact on the site’s openness. The proposed development is 
neither small scale (599 units in towers of up to 17 storeys – by far the tallest structures in 
the surrounding area and more than four times as dense as allowed under the current 
London Plan), nor does it protect the openness of MOL, and should therefore be considered 
inappropriate.  
 

9.6 The developer’s claim that: “improvement of the public realm around Ruislip Road East, 
through the creation of active frontages and a better sense of enclosure”  betrays a singular 
lack of understanding of MOL which is that it should not introduce any sense of enclosure, 
nor should it create the kind of active frontages that may be desirable in more central 
locations.  
 

9.7 Likewise, the removal of the BMX track away from the leisure centre to a different part of 
the GLC site, would adversely affect its new location, a SINC within the main MOL site.    
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Leisure Centre Funding 

 
9.8 The decision to replace GLC was approved, without public consultation, at the March 2015 

Cabinet meeting. The Planning Officer’s report states that:  
 
“The replacement would be funded via enabling residential development on the site to fund 
part of the construction costs of the facility, whilst adding to the housing provision in the 
borough.” 
 
By ignoring Gurnell’s MOL status at this point, the decision to proceed with the development 
was flawed from the outset. 
 

9.9 It is not tenable to argue that special circumstances exist to justify residential development 
on this protected MOL land. Ealing already has more than an adequate number of sites and 
developments in the pipeline for it not to have to build on MOL land.  There are 40,000 
housing units recently built, approved, submitted for approval, or proposed on major sites. 
These numbers do not include developments on minor sites or B1 changes of use of which 
there are plenty. This is more than enough to deliver Ealing’s increased housing targets 
under the New London Plan. 
 

9.10 There is no argument either that development on MOL is required to secure extra affordable 
homes. In this case, and unlike many developments elsewhere in Ealing, the affordable 
housing element would not be cross funded by enabling development in the form of market 
housing. Instead it would be paid for using £10 million of GLA grant funding - money that 
could be allocated to council owned sites elsewhere in the borough.  
 

9.11 As the Officer’s report to the 2015 Ealing Cabinet states, it has been the case since the 
outset that Ealing Council would have to fund a substantial share of the leisure centre, some 
£12.5 million. According to Sport England, it would be possible to deliver most of the 
facilities that were specified by LBE in March 2015 in a sustainable form for £18 million.  
 

9.12 The financial burden for the Council is exacerbated by the excessively high specification that 
the Council adopted for this site even though it always knew it had no budget for it. The FVA 
suggests that the construction costs of the replacement leisure centre are now surpassing 
£37.7 million. This follows repeated LBE’s downgrading of the leisure centre specification. 
This figure is far in excess of Sport England published estimates of the costs of providing new 
Community facilities.  
 

9.13 Finally, it is important to say that if LBE needs additional funds to complete a piece of social 
infrastructure of this nature, it has had every opportunity to raise money through S106 or 
CIL payments which are designed for this purpose. The scale of new residential development 
in the borough has provided every opportunity to close the funding gap for the new leisure 
centre and negate the need to build on this protected MOL site. 
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10. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Our recommendations are set out as follows: 
 

Immediate Decision 

Do not grant planning approval for the current Gurnell or BMX applications. 
 

 

Review and re-plan 

The applicant must revisit and review the options again and prepare a business case. This should be 
for the leisure centre with the existing surface level car park and without the “enabling 
development”.  

 
The applicant must obtain a new survey of Gurnell leisure centre (the last one was carried out in 
2012) along with quotes for remedial works and refurbishment options. This should include: 
 

• Remedial works should be done to extend the current leisure centre for another 12-24 
months to allow enough time for a new proposal to be submitted. 

• Cost of refurbishment as-is (replace roof, replace plant room, and cosmetic changes.) 

• Cost of a more complex refurbishment that could look at utilising certain shell elements 
but making significant design changes such as a new type of roof, increase pool to 8 or 
10 lanes (with a new moveable floor,) redesign children’s play pool,  redesign the 
gym/studios and potentially find space to offer additional facilities such as a climbing 
wall, café, etc. 

• New leisure centre options (from Wilmott Dixon via Scape framework) with various 
facility mixes 

• Review possibility of increasing size of current BMX track on existing site (allowing it to 
remain open during the refurb or build). 

 

Better community engagement and consultation 

A transparent and much improved consultation process which would conduct survey’s to Gurnell 
users and the wider Ealing community on what facilities are important to their health and wellbeing. 
This should be considered as a strategic initiative for public health and how we can save costs to the 
NHS. The results should be made public. 
 

Reassess funding options 

• The council already have £12.5M committed.  

• Since the new proposal will not include housing or major changes to the current MOL, many 
of the pre-app assessments can probably be updated without significant additional cost. 

• The review of further funding options should include: 
o Council reserves 
o S106 funds from the significant development pipeline in Ealing 
o Grants from Sport England and other sports bodies. 
o Borrowing - The council has access to a range of borrowing at very competitive rates 

through the Public Works Loan Board.   
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o Create a sinking fund for the leisure centre. 
o Improved Internal rate of return (IRR.) Typically, a new leisure centre on its own will take 

15-24 months to build. This would be better than the current proposal which would take 
at least 3 years and therefore generate a better IRR for the applicant. 

o There could be cost savings achieved by using resources within the local community 
instead of hiring companies which are expensive and do not have any sense of 
ownership in the area. For example, surveys, the coordination of consultations, the 
management of a project website and social media campaigns could all be run by a local 
community group of volunteers. The applicant should consider leveraging this 
opportunity as it will achieve cost savings and give the community a sense of ownership 
with the project. The community group Save Gurnell would be happy to have those 
discussions with the applicant and find cost-saving solutions to assist with the new 
application. 

 

 New Decision 

The business case should generate a recommendation based on best value to the community. 

Revised proposals must take into consideration the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA process) 

and a new Screening Decision would be required. 
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APPENDIX 1. DEVELOPER IMAGES OF THE GURNELL PROPOSAL 
 

View of the entire development facing north east – Buildings do not harmonise with the 

surroundings. 

 

 

View of the development from Ruislip Road East facing East - MOL erosion and substantial impact 

to openness. Buildings are out of context and character with the surroundings. 

 

 

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

View of the development from inside the park facing south west - MOL erosion and substantial 

impact to openness. 

 

View of the leisure centre from Ruislip Road East - Proposed Leisure Centre is materially larger 
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View of the development from Ruislip Road East next to Peal Gardens facing West - MOL erosion 

and substantial impact to openness. Buildings are out of context and character with the 

surroundings and will cause breaches to sunlight/daylight guidelines for the existing properties. 

 

View of the development from Ruislip Road East facing west  
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APPENDIX 2. COMPARISON PICTURES 
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APPENDIX 3. VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT IMAGES 
Selection of wireframes from the Visual Impact Assessment. The top image is the unedited version 

from the assessment and the bottom images has been edited to provide a more meaningful 

representation of the impact. 
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VERSION 2.0    

 

 

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

 

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

 

 



VERSION 2.0    

  



VERSION 2.0    

 

 



VERSION 2.0    
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APPENDIX 4. CGI IMAGES OF THE DEVELOPMENT PRODUCED BY SAVE 

GURNELL 
 

View from above Crossway facing north west. 

 
 

View from Argyle Road facing south west into the park 
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View from Stockdove Way, overlooking the SINC facing south. 

 

 

View from inside the park, facing south east. 
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APPENDIX 5. TALL BUILDING’S POLICIES 
 

London Plan – Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings 
 
10.1 Gurnell has not been identified for development, let alone as a suitable site for tall buildings.  

London Plan Policy 7.7 states that “Tall and large buildings should not have an unacceptably 
harmful impact on their surroundings”. The proposed development will cause an 
unacceptable impact in terms of harm to both the MOL and other harm as outlined in this 
document.  
 

10.2 No “urban design analysis” has been carried out and there are several issues with the criteria 
outlined in paragraph C of the policy 

 

• This site does not sit within an area suitable for such an intense development and 
does not have good access to public transport being PTAL 2-3. 

• The character of the area will be adversely affected by the scale, mass and bulk of 
the proposed development – it is totally out of context and character with the local 
area and especially as the site is MOL and undeveloped save for the existing leisure 
centre. It will not relate well to the form, proportion, composition scale and 
character of the surrounding buildings. 

• The proposals do not incorporate the highest standards of architecture and 
materials and there is a significant amount of “dead frontage” in the proposals. 

• The permeability of the site and wider area will be totally eradicated by the 
proposed development.  There will be significant harm to and erosion of MOL. 

• Not only will the “podium garden” not be accessible to the public, it will not even be 
accessible to the residents of the affordable housing component. 

• This development will make no contribution to local regeneration. 
 
10.3 Paragraph D states that “Tall buildings should not affect their surroundings adversely”  The 

proposed building will have a significant detrimental effect on their surroundings, they will 
cause overshadowing to local properties (with a significant number of breaches) and 
parkland and will impact views and openness on the MOL. 
 

10.4 Paragraph E of the policy states that: “The impact of tall buildings proposed in sensitive 
locations should be given particular consideration.” “the edge of the Green Belt or 
Metropolitan Open Land,”.  This site has not been identified in the Local Development 
Framework for development, and certainly not identified as a site for tall buildings. 

 

Draft London Plan – Policy D9 Tall Buildings 
 

10.5 Paragraph B states that “Boroughs should determine if there are locations where tall 
buildings may be an appropriate form of development, subject to meeting the other 
requirements of the Plan”.  This site has not been identified for tall buildings in the 
Development Plan. 
 

10.6 The development proposals fail to adequately address the following visual impacts: 
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• The Visual Impact Assessment is insufficiently to reasonably assess the visual 

impacts from immediate, mid-range and long=range views. 

• The proposed development will have a negative effect to the “local townscape” in 

terms of proportions and materiality 

• The adjacent buildings are significantly lower height that the proposed tower blocks 

and there is no “transition in scale” particularly between the towers blocks and the 

park – in fact the tallest block at 53m is directly next to the park and will cause 

privacy issues. 

• The architectural quality and materials are not of an” exemplary standard” 

• Internal light pollution has not been assessed and is likely to be significant given the 

scale and massing on the buildings and the leisure centre 

• It has not been demonstrated that “the capacity of the area and its transport 

network is capable of accommodating the quantum of development in terms of 

access to facilities, services, walking and cycling networks, and public transport for 

people living or working in the building”.  The Transport Assessment is flawed and 

has suggested there are no transport impacts. There is no Travel Plan in place. 

 
10.7 The development proposals fail to adequately address the following environmental impacts: 

 

• The comfort and enjoyment of open spaces will be compromised by the proposed 

development, particularly due to the overshadowing effect in the park and 

surrounding properties 

• Noise created by air movements around the buildings machinery or the leisure 

centre has not been properly assessed and may detract from the comfort and 

enjoyment of open spaces around the building 

 

10.8 Additionally, there are no “Free to enter publicly-accessible areas” in fact the podium roof 
garden is not even accessible to the residents of the affordable housing, it will be solely 
accessible to the private market units 

 

Ealing Local Plan – Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings 
 

10.9 The policy states that tall and large buildings must 
 

• “accord with the spatial objectives of the Development Strategy in being located on 
specified sites” 

• “offer an outstanding quality of design”  

• “make positive and appropriate contribution to the local context and the broader 
area on which they impact” 

• “Tall buildings have a greater impact on their surroundings and on the borough as a 
whole than other forms of development and as such they must be held to higher 
standards than other development which will be less visually prominent” 
 

10.10 This site is not specified for development let alone tall buildings. The design is unattractive 
and does not offer an outstanding quality of design. They will make an extremely negative 
effect on the local context and the local area. 
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APPENDIX 6. ADDITIONAL PLANNING POLICY ON GREEN AND OPEN 

SPACES 

 
In addition to non-compliance with MOL planning policy, the prosals tdo not comply with planning 

policy on green and open spaces. 

 

London Plan and Draft London Plan policies 
 

The proposals do not comply with the followings policies: 

• London Plan Policy 7.18 - Protecting open space and addressing deficiency 

• Draft London Plan Policy G1 - Green Infrastructure 

• Draft London Plan Policy G4 - Open Space 
 

Ealing Development Management Plan (Development Plan Document) 

 
Policy 2.18 - Green Infrastructure: The network of open and green spaces 

10.11 Green infrastructure within in Ealing includes but is not limited to: Green Belt, Metropolitan 
Open Land, Public Open Space, Community Open Space, Green Corridor, Blue Ribbon 
Network, Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation and Heritage Land. The policy states 
that: 
 

• “only development ancillary to the open space will be permitted. The size of development 
within green and open spaces and its impact upon visual openness must be kept at a 
minimum” 

• “Development should not compromise the visual openness or heritage value of open and 
green spaces particularly with regard to views within and across these areas. The impact of 
development upon views to and from open and green spaces is also a material 
consideration” 

 
10.12 The proposals go completely against this policy. The impact to visual impact will be 

significant and the view within, across and to and from the MOL will be substantially 
impacted. 

 
Policy 5.11 Green Roofs and Development sites environs 

10.13 The policy states that “Green Roofs should be provided on major developments that fall 
within 100m of the following designations” list as per (9.11). However, there are no green 
roofs in the development, just a podium garden. 

 
Policy 7D Open Space 

10.14 The policy states that “any development adjacent to or neighbouring existing open space 
should seek to enhance and not compromise the character of that open space or its function.  
Developments over 150 units must have private and communal garden space however the 
affordable housing units have no access to the podium roof garden. 
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Ealing Development (Core) Strategy 

 
Policy 5.2 Protect and enhance MOL and Policy 5.4 Protect the natural environment - biodiversity 
and geodiversity 
 
11. Policy 5.2 states that the Brent River Park and adjacent MOL should have “sensitive management 

of this public parkland for amenity, nature conservation use, and as flood plain” and policy 5.4 
seeks to “to protect and promote the network of Nature Conservation sites in the borough 
through enhancing the natural value of existing sites.  However, these proposals will destroy an 
area of SINC and landscape a flood plain. 


