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1. Who are we?

There has been an overwhelmingly negative response feamell
users and residents from across the borough.

lly GURNELL

savegurnell.org.uk
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Save Gurnell is a community campaign group which was started 3
years ago in response to the growing public concern of this proposal.
We want to represent the views of the community because people fe
their voices were not heard.

V We are in favour of a refurbished or a new leisure centre.

V We are in favour of sustainable development which meets th
needs of Ealing and does not negatively impact the
community.

X We are against the proposah its current form because it will
have an overall adverse impact to current and future Ealing
residents. Not only does it breach many National, London ang
t20Ft LIXFYyYyAy3a LER2ZI{AOASaZ AU
want and need.

We created this pack to summarise the key issues raised from the
O2YYdzyAue 0SOldzaS UKS RS@St 2LJIS
regulations and also underestimates and hides the detrimental
consequences this development will bring to the people of Ealing.




2. Who is involved in the development?

ECOWORLD

INTERNATIONAL BROADWAY

CREATIMNG TOMORROW & BEYOMD LIV'NG

www.ealing.gov.uk

CoApplicant x CoApplicant x Wholly owned subsidiary of Ealing
Land owner x Delivering private housing Council
Responsible for delivering the new x Buyer of public land x Develops homes on behalf of the
Leisure Centre & affordable housing council¢ will deliver the affordable
(via Broadway Living) housing
Local Planning Authority x Ealing Council will be borrowing
Decided that Environmental Impact £400M to finance Broadway Living
Assessment (EIA) was not required
Will approve/reject the planning
application




od 9|t AYdQa

1,695 Objected

12 Support
6 Neutral
James Murray MP Objecte
(MP Ealing North)
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West Ealing Resident
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means to fund them, | do not believe this plan has
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We are asking you to listen to the
+1,700 Ealing residents, who wrote
heart felt comments about how the
Gurnell application is not acceptable in

its current form.
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T . We are asking you to consider the
s wsn. information in this summary pack and
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ST R ES ) S The residents of Ealing will be watching

- il the planning committee and counting
on you to refuse this proposal.




5. Why you must reject
this proposal

. Conflicts with all levels of planning policy
national, London and local

. Harms significantly outweigh the benefits

. Very Special Circumstances do not existis
development is inappropriate on MOL
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. This site is not suitable for tall buildings

. The proposals are excessively dense, poorly
designed and no design scrutiny has taken place

. Adverse impact on the local community
. It does not make financial sense
. It is environmentally damaging




6. How do the proposals
conflict with planning policy?



6a. Metropolitan Open Land in planning policy

The Gurnell Leisure Centre and car pack sits wholly on land designated as Metropolitan
Open Land (MOL) which is protected under planning policy:

The NPPF paragraph 143 The London Plan 2021 (Policy G3)

dnappropriate development is, by definition, harmfulto ¢ a SUNRB LRt AGF Y hLISYy [ |
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