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attached including initial responses as previously sent on 31 July (in red) and 
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COUNCIL’S FURTHER RESPONSE TO INSPECTOR’S INITIAL 
QUESTIONS 
 
Responses to remaining questions are highlighted in blue below 
 
Responses to questions attached to letter dated 31/7/15 are highlighted in red below 
 
 
INSPECTOR’S INITIAL QUESTIONS AND OBSERVATIONS ON THE SUBMITTED 
EALING PLANNING FOR SCHOOLS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT 
 
The following points have arisen from my preliminary examination of the submitted 
documents.  I am seeking clarification on these matters from the Council, as authors 
of the Plan, in the first instance. 
The questions arise because I need certain points concerning the Local Plan 
documents to be clarified.  They should not be taken as a definite indication of the 
relative importance of those points.  My list of Matters, Issues and Questions to be 
debated at the hearing sessions will set out the issues which I see as critical to 
soundness and legal compliance.  
If the full answer to any question can readily be given by directing me to section(s) of 
the supporting evidence, I am happy for it to answered in that way.  Otherwise, I 
would like a relatively brief but complete answer to each question. 
 
INITIAL QUESTIONS  
 
Duty to Cooperate  
 

1. I note from the Duty to Cooperate Statement (Document Ref SD13) that there 
has been dialogue with neighbouring authorities.  Are copies of the minutes 
from the various meetings in 2014 available and if so can they be placed in 
the examination library?   
 
Letters to neighbouring authorities and minutes (where they are available and 
include information appropriate to be in the public domain) will be placed in 
the Examination library in due course, under reference ED4. (This has been 
placed in the examination library)  .

Policies and Table 4.1  
 

2. Are there reasonable alternatives to Policies 1 and 2 that should be appraised 
through SA?  What are the consequences against the SA objectives of a “do-
nothing” option in respect of these policies?  
 
No, there are no obvious alternatives.  Policies 1 and 2 have been drafted to 
implement the objectives of the DPD.  The DPD is essentially a site allocation 
document, and policy 1 is intended to give weight to these allocations.  To 
ensure that the plan is effective, the Council recognises the need for some 
flexibility to be built into the plan to allow it to consider other sites (for example 
in the event of changes in site circumstances or availability, or changes in the 
amount or location of need for school places). 
 



As noted above the proposed policies are required to help implement the 
aims of the DPD; to ‘do nothing’ or not have them would not enable the 
objectives of the DPD to be met.  The absence of Policy 1 would undermine 
the status of the site allocations, and potentially result in allocated sites being 
lost to other forms of development, when need still exists.  The absence of 
Policy 2, would make the plan overly rigid and unresponsive to changing 
circumstances.  Both policies essentially address how the development 
process will be managed, and neither are considered to be particularly 
contentious.  There would be limited value in appraising alternative policies to 
Policies 1 and 2 which did not achieve the aims of the DPD. 
 
 

3. What evidence is available of ongoing dialogue with the owners of proposed 
site S-EAL4?  
This will be evidenced in a Statement of Common Ground to be submitted in 
due course.  
 

4. What has prompted the Council to make the change to the approximate 
location of the school buildings at S-EAL4? (MC32 in Document Ref: SD4).  Is 
the proposed change needed in order to make the document sound?  Does 
the proposed change have any implications for the overall sustainability 
appraisal of S-EAL4?   
 
The change was taken on balance in light of the higher PTAL of this part of 
the site and the increased opportunity in this location for further improvements 
to accessibility to be made to promote sustainable travel by users of a school 
and/or associated facilities available for community use on the site, 
particularly in respect of public transport, pedestrian and cycle access. Whilst 
the proposed change is not needed in order to make the document sound; the 
Council consider the change would improve the soundness of the plan in light 
of the improvements to accessibility as noted above. 
 
Overall, the proposed change has positive implications for the sustainability 
appraisal of S-EAL4.   Firstly, in the SA document EB5A (p34) the 
performance of site S-EAL4 would be improved in respect of ‘environmental’ 
criteria as the PTAL of the proposed change in location would be increased 
from PTAL level 1b (NW corner of the site) to level 4 (SE corner as now 
proposed). Secondly, the ‘comments’ column of the same table (EB5A p34) 
includes reference to maximising use of the existing building footprint where 
possible. Whilst the proposed change in location would not utilise existing 
building footprint, the potential for further improvements to accessibility is, on 
balance, considered to support the change in approximate location. An 
addendum to the SA will be provided which incorporates these comments and 
will be added to the evidence base in the examination library as document 
SD5a – Addendum. 
 

5. The text at appendix 1 for S-EAL4 describes “the approximate siting of school 
building and associated facilities” within the red dashed line.  This is shown 



again on the proposed changes to the Policies Map (Document Ref: SD6) 
which shows the balance of S-EAL4 as MOL and COS.  For development 
management purposes, would an application for new school facilities at S-
EAL4 (and similarly S-ACT2 and S-HAN1) have to be within the red-dashed 
line in order to be in conformity with the development plan?  Or is the wider 
safeguarded site under Policy 1, in accordance with new paragraph 7.1 
(MC22), the starting point in considering a proposal for a new school such 
that an alternative location which minimised the loss of MOL and playing 
fields (and was acceptable in all other regards) would accord with the 
development plan?  In short, is the DPD seeking to ‘fix’ the location of school 
facilities on wider sites or is the red-dashed line area to be regarded as 
‘indicative’?   
For site S-EAL4 the red dashed line seeks to fix the approximate location of a 
school building and associated facilities within the wider site, although any 
playing fields associated with the school would be MOL compliant and as 
such would not need to be de-designated from MOL.  At site S-ACT2 the 
dashed red line is indicative but the final footprint (and land to be de-
designated from MOL) would be confirmed once the planning application (due 
to be submitted in the near future) is determined.  At S-HAN1 this is a 
contingency site only for temporary provision of initial forms of entry in the 
event that permanent provision is delayed on site S-EAL6, and as such it is 
intended that only the existing building (represented by the dashed red line) 
be allocated for school use.   

 
Viability  
 

6. How do the proposed changes in respect of clarifying minimum de-
designation of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) accord with the evidence on 
viability in EB4?  Are the proposed sites deliverable without some form of 
cross-subsidy from development?  Are the proposed sites reliant on sources 
of funding that exclude cross subsidy from development?  Is this clear in the 
document and are there any funding risks (with associated contingencies) 
that should be identified in the Plan’s monitoring and implementation 
framework?     
 
Evidence on viability for a selection of sites from the long list is provided in the 
Viability Assessment (EB3). None of the sites in the shortlist of sites were 
subject to viability testing for reasons outlined in the Council’s response to Q7 
below, including sites where MOL de-designation is sought.  No reference 
was made in document EB3 to potential funding arrangements for sites other 
than those assessed in EB3.   
 
Various references are made in the examination documents to funding (SD1, 
paras 2.16 -2.18 and SD2 para 4.25) and the Council’s current role under the 
Free Schools agenda as commissioners/facilitators rather than providers of 
school places (EB9 p14 and SD1 paras 3.17- 3.18). Further clarification on 



the absence of funding, contingencies and the current absence of need for 
cross-subsidy on short-listed sites is provided below:  
 
In line with current government policy, any new schools would be academies 
or Free Schools and would be funded by the government, not the Council. No 
cross-subsidy would be required for provision of new schools on the short-
listed sites, including those where MOL de-designation is sought. Three Free 
Schools have had applications for funding approved by the Education 
Funding Agency (EFA) and the EFA are working to secure sites from the DPD 
shortlist for their delivery. The EFA would fully fund the capital cost of land 
and school buildings. On the basis that full funding for new schools will be 
met by a government department, the funding risk is therefore considered to 
be very low. 
 
The September 2015 Cabinet report ‘Update on the School Expansion 
Programme and Site Acquisitions’ (added to the examination library as 
document ED22) confirms the next steps to support the EFA in acquiring sites 
for planned Free Schools. In light of the timescales by which the school 
places need to be provided and to provide contingency, as outlined in the 
report, the Council is however making recommendations to Cabinet to:  
 
‘a). Agree in principle that, if the sites identified for schools as described 
in the report cannot be acquired by the Education Funding Agency by 
agreement, that the sites be acquired by means of a compulsory 
purchase order pursuant to section 530 (1) of the Education Act 1996 if 
necessary; 
 
b). Authorise the Executive Director of Regeneration and Housing 
following consultation with the Leader of the Council and the Executive 
Director of Corporate Resources, to take any necessary steps to 
compulsorily purchase the sites identified for schools if these sites 
cannot otherwise be acquired by agreement;’ 
 
For site S-GNP2, which is identified for an extension to an existing school 
(rather than a new school), funding is allocated in the Council’s Capital 
Programme for a 2 form entry expansion. Authorisation to develop this 
proposal is also sought in the September 2015 Cabinet report (ED22) at 
recommendation (vi).  
 
Whilst the Council has no control over the future central government funding 
arrangements for provision of school places, risks to funding and 
contingencies under the current arrangements are therefore considered to be 
adequately covered as outlined above. 
 
 

7. The Viability Assessment (EB4) does not appear to consider the short listed 
sites in the Plan.  How were the ten sites selected by the Council for viability 
testing identified?  Is there an explanation as to why short listed sites were 



not appraised? How would such an approach sit with the requirements of 
paragraph 173 of the NPPF?  
 
The ten sites selected for viability testing where the Council had less certainty 
over the potential for their delivery and therefore sought additional information 
to inform the Council’s decision whether to take the sites forward as 
shortlisted sites.  
 
None of the sites that were subsequently short-listed sites were appraised at 
the time as the Council had more assurance about the potential for their 
delivery, such as willing landowners and/or progress on proposals for 
education use on the sites. The approach accords with the requirements of 
paragraph 173 of the NPPF. 
 

8. What are the implications for a lack of viability appraisal on long-listed sites S-
ACT3, S-ACT4, S-EAL1, S-ACT6, S-EAL2, S-EAL8, S-GNP1, S-GNP3, S-
SOU1, and S-SOU3? 

These sites were ruled out for other reasons as specified in the ‘justification’ 
column of EB2 Appendix 1. If circumstances change and the long-list of sites 
needs to be re-examined in the future, then viability assessments can be 
commissioned on additional sites as required.  
 
 
 

9. The findings of the viability assessment for those sites that were assessed 
outline implications for the design and layout of school accommodation, 
particularly on mixed use sites, where some form of cross-subsidising 
development is required.  Are these findings transferable to the short list and 
long list of sites that have been subject to SA?  If so, do the policies of the 
plan adequately reflect these circumstances or can matters of school design 
and layout within mixed used schemes be adequately dealt with under the 
Development Management DPD policies? 
 
The Viability Assessment report EB3 outlines its methodology and 
assumptions, including affordable housing provision, development capacities, 
residential density (taking average density from surrounding development) 
and minimum floor space standards for new school provision (see EB3 
sections 3, 5, 6 and 7). Subject to updates of guidance (e.g. DFE guidance on 
size requirements for schools) these assumptions and standards would be 
transferable to viability assessment on other sites within the borough were it 
required. As outlined in the Council’s response to question 6 above, however, 
delivery of school places on the Council’s proposed short-listed sites is 
currently progressing without the need for cross-subsidy.  
 
Matters of more detailed school design and layout for education use or 
education use within mixed used schemes or sole education use can be 
adequately dealt with by reference to the Council’s Local Plan including the 



London Plan, Development Management DPD policies, and with reference to 
further guidance provided in the Planning for Schools DPD (para’s 2.12 and 
2.14 SD1), including that suggested as minor modifications (see paras 2.15 
and 4.23 of SD2). 

 
 
Site selection process 
 

10. Is the SA scoping report and baseline of May 2013 available in a format to be 
placed in the Examination library?  
Yes - this will be placed in the Examination library under reference ED5.  
(This has been placed in the examination library). 
 

11. From my reading of documents EB2, EB14, EB15 and EB16 it is evident that 
there has been an extensive scoping and assessment of potential sites in the 
Borough.  However, these documents present varying numbers of sites 
(some of which have differing references and descriptions) such as to the ley 
reader it is not always clear as to whether there has been a consistent 
approach to those sites which have been discounted, long-listed and short-
listed.  Is there a summary, which clearly presents the chronology of site 
assessments and in particular the genesis of the short list of sites in Table 4.1 
of the Plan and the long list of sites in Appendix 1 of the accompanying 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)?    
 
Paragraphs 4.1 – 4.17 of Document SD1 provide an overview of the 
methodology and chronology that led to the identification of the shortlisted 
sites in Table 4.1. This includes references to relevant evidence base 
documents as well as the earlier version of the Plan (Issue and Options).  
 
A table presenting a summary of the site selection methodology and relevant 
documents is provided with this document as the Council’s further response 
to Inspector’s Initial Questions, Appendix A.  
 

12. Does the ‘long list’ of sites at Appendix 1 of the Sustainability Appraisal 
represent all reasonable options? Is it clear where other sieving processes 
have been undertaken to exclude unreasonable options?  Should the SA 
identify and briefly explain any unreasonable options and why they have been 
discounted?  [for example: 25 sites identified at the Issues and Options stage 
and a further 11 sites through the associated call for sites = a pool of 36 sites.  
The SA for the publication document (allowing for duplication of short listed 
and long listed sites) assesses a total of 27 sites. Accordingly, 9 sites from 
the I&O stage and call for sites have not progressed to the publication SA. 
How and when was that assessment made? Are these 9 sites recorded in the 
evidence base as unreasonable options?]  
 
It is considered that the sites at Appendix 1 of the Sustainability Appraisal 
represent all reasonable options. The Evidence Base Document EB14 



(Planning for Schools DPD Evidence Note, Oct 2013) describe and illustrate 
the methodology and sieving process which were taken forward into the ‘long 
list’ of sites contained in Appendix A of the SA and within Planning for 
Schools DPD Evidence Note Phase 2 (Feb 2015) (including those identified 
through the Issues and Options stage and the Call for Sites). 
 
Documents EB14 and EB2 used a criteria-based approach to aid in this 
‘sieving’ process which was used to exclude all unreasonable options. This 
methodology is outlined in paragraphs 4.5 – 4.24 of the submission document 
(SD1).  
 
 

13. When assessing the proposed sites for secondary and primary provision is it 
clear from the SA and supporting evidence as to what are the reasonable 
alternative sites to accommodate the required FE for secondary and primary 
demand?  If a short listed is deemed on closer examination not to be sound, 
is there a logical and evidenced fall-back site which has been subject to 
consultation and SA?  
 
Table 4.1 in SD1 indicates all proposed sites which include contingency sites 
in the event that permanent provision of some of the preferred sites are 
delayed. All of the shortlisted sites have been subject to SA. 
 

14. What the transport implications of the short list sites?  Are they likely to result 
in significant levels of car-based or public transport based journeys for pupils 
to access provision? Are the transport implications adequately considered 
through the SA process?  
The Council has suggested minor changes, as indicated in SD2 para 4.23, to 
address concerns of TfL in respect of transport implications. TfL have 
confirmed they are supportive of the Council’s suggested wording confirmed 
in their representation PFS125 (SD8). The suggested minor changes 
complement existing adopted Local Plan policies to promote sustainable 
travel modes by staff, pupils and other users of the schools and any 
associated facilities. Furthermore, by delivering schools on the sites within the 
areas of identified education need, the distance pupils would need to travel to 
attend a school would be reduced.  
 
PTAL was used as the criteria to help assess transport implications in the 
shortlisting process, as an appropriate indicator when considering the 
significant number of sites in the Council’s initial master list. The PTAL of 
sites has been considered under ‘environmental’ criteria in the site option 
matrices in the SA (SD5A). More detailed transport information would 
appropriately be sought and assessed in relation to individual sites at 
planning application stage.  

In raising Questions 10-14 at this early stage, the Inspector is mindful that SA should 
clearly set out why alternatives have been rejected and SA should avoid a “paper 
chase” through supporting evidence to find the reasons.   However, it also applies 



that SA should be proportionate and as the PPG advises the level of detail should be 
appropriate to the content of the Plan0F

1. 
 

15. Document EB2 – Municipal Projects February 2015 is titled as a Draft Report.  
Should this be regarded as the final version? 
Yes.  
 
 

Omissions site 
 

16. There is a site being promoted through the representations at The Rectory, 
26 Tentelow Lane, Norwood Green (PFS/PV100).  I note document SD8 
briefly sets out that a planning application is currently being considered at the 
site.  Has the application been determined and if so, are there implications for 
the need identified in the Plan at section 3?  Alternatively, if the site remains 
to be considered under the PfS process was it assessed as part of the 
sustainability appraisal, or discounted as an unreasonable option through the 
evidence base? 
 
The planning application at this site is currently being assessed. The 
application seeks to provide permanent accommodation for the 1FE primary 
Free School (referenced as ‘St Mary’s primary’ at para 3.17 of SD2) which 
opened in Sept 2014 at a nearby temporary location. The Council will confirm 
the outcome of the application once it has been formally determined. The 1FE 
provision on the temporary site has been taken into account as existing 
primary provision (see EB1 para 3.1 and Table 6.1).  
 
Were this planning application to be refused, it would be necessary for an 
alternative permanent site to be secured. 
 
The current application site was not considered on the Council’s master list or 
long list of sites and was therefore not assessed as part of the sustainability 
appraisal. Had it been considered, it would have been likely to be discounted 
on the basis of site size (at 0.43ha being less than the size criteria of 0.6ha 
specified in EB14 p5), combined with its policy designation. 
 
 

Other Matters  
 

17. Is there an update on the Playing Pitch Strategy for Ealing referred to by 
Sport England?  How does it differ to the Ealing Sports Facility Strategy 
2012?  Is there evidence on sports pitch provision in Ealing that can be 
placed in the Examination library?  
 
The timelines for the Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) remain as referenced in 
SD8B (Council response to Sport England rep PV5), i.e. production of first 
draft later in 2015 with view to adoption in early 2016. The results of the PPS 
will feed into the overall Ealing Facility Strategy (EFS) 2012 – 21 which is a 
living document with an annual action plan. The latest action plan gives 
details about the projects which have been delivered so far and potential 

                                                 
1 PPG Reference ID: 11-009-20140306 



future projects. The latest action plan will be added to the Examination library 
as document ED6 The (This has been placed in the examination library). 
EFS, which covers indoor and outdoor sports, informs the action plan but the 
strategy only gives a snapshot of the sports facility picture in Ealing at the 
time it was written. This this picture has changed and will change in the 
future.   
 
The link to the EFS 2012 – 21 will be added to the Examination Library as 
document ED7 and can also be found at: 
http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/200087/sports_and_leisure/43/ealing_sports_fa
cility_strategy_2012-2021  
(This has been placed in the examination library). 
 
Sport England endorsed the Ealing Facility Strategy 2012 – 21and also 
agreed that production of a Playing Pitch Strategy was appropriate in 2015 to 
keep the information within the strategy up to date. At the end of the PPS 
process we will have a clear picture of the facilities we have, the current and 
future demand for different types of activity and an action plan that will show 
the potential future facility options for meeting that need.  
 
New school facilities will feature in the PPS action plan, especially if the 
playing and ancillary facilities meet the necessary adult and junior league 
standards in both winter and summer sports, and particularly those which 
bring currently derelict sports grounds back into community use. 
 
 

18. Are there spatially defined school catchment areas in the Borough and is 
there a ‘policy’ in terms of pupil place planning that reflects catchment areas? 
Should the areas of Acton, Ealing and Hanwell, Greenford, Northolt and 
Perivale, and Southall be regarded as “school catchment areas”?   
 
Ealing’s primary school admissions policy has traditionally used spatially 
defined school catchment (or ’priority’) areas to allocate places in over-
subscribed community schools.  However, following a consultation earlier this 
year, Ealing Council took the decision to remove priority areas from 2016 
onwards and base admission decisions on straight line distance, as is already 
the case with community high schools.   
 
For pupil place planning purposes, these school catchment areas are 
grouped up into 9 primary planning areas.  These have been used to plan 
primary school places in Ealing for at least 20 years.  The planning area 
projections are then grouped up to four quadrants (“Acton”, “Ealing and 
Hanwell”, “Greenford, Northolt and Perivale (GNP)” and “Southall”).  Until 
recently the Council planned secondary places on a borough level but 
introduced secondary planning areas, which were coterminous with the four 
quadrants used at primary, in 2013 in agreement with the DfE.  Forecasts are 
submitted to the DfE via the school capacity return (SCAP) for the 9 primary 
planning areas and the 4 secondary planning areas. We have no current 

http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/200087/sports_and_leisure/43/ealing_sports_facility_strategy_2012-2021
http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/200087/sports_and_leisure/43/ealing_sports_facility_strategy_2012-2021


plans to change our planning areas following the changes to the primary 
admissions criteria. 
 
These planning areas are not school catchment areas and should not be 
regarded as such as children are neither restricted to nor expected to attend 
school in their planning areas and in reality there is significant movement of 
children between the planning area in which they live and the planning area 
they go to school, particularly at secondary level.  The planning areas 
represent spatially defined areas which are used to break our borough level 
projections into smaller geographical areas (using a retention ratio based 
model) for the purpose of planning school places. 
 

19. Reference has been made to a 4FE provision at Ealing Fields Free School 
opening in September 2016 (PFS/PV40).  Is this the case, where is it in the 
Borough and is it primary or secondary provision?  
 
This is proposed at site S-EAL6 as a 4FE secondary provision (see SD2 
Table 4.1 and reference in SD2 para 4.25). Delivery on this site is however 
not yet confirmed for Sept 2016; if delivery is delayed, site S-HAN1 (SD2 
Table 4.1) is proposed as a contingency site for initial forms of entry for this 
Free School until the permanent site is delivered.  
 

20. Is there an up-to-date Conservation Area Appraisal for the Ealing Cricket 
Ground Conservation Area?  
 
Yes. This can be viewed at the following link and is now added to the 
Examinations library as ED8  
 
http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/511/conservation_areas/1025/ealing_conservati
on_areas/4 
 
 

21. There is an expectation in several representations for community access to 
facilities as part of the planned provision of schools through the PfS.  Can the 
Plan require public access to schools or stipulate that hall space, indoor 
sports facilities and outdoor sports pitches are located where they can be 
readily accessed by the community?  What are the governing arrangements 
for Free Schools in respect of allowing community access and are there any 
additional controls/conditions on public access through funding for Free 
Schools?    
 
The Council is mindful of the need to avoid duplication of other planning 
policy guidance such as Ealing’s adopted Development Management (DM) 
Policy 3.18 ‘Education Facilities’, which encourages the dual use of 
educational facilities for community and recreational use (see EB19) and 
London Plan policy 3.16 and 3.18 (currently referenced in SD2 paras 2.5-2.6). 
However, to assist users of the Plan, the Council would be happy to insert a 
reference within it to Ealing’s adopted DM Policy 3.18. This cross reference 

http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/511/conservation_areas/1025/ealing_conservation_areas/4
http://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/511/conservation_areas/1025/ealing_conservation_areas/4


could appropriately be inserted as a minor change in SD2 as a continuation of 
para 2.11.  
 
Whilst it is already covered in general terms by existing Local Plan policies 
which promote good design principles and sustainable travel, the Council 
would also be happy to add policy wording or additional supporting text in the 
Plan to make more explicit the requirement, where possible, to locate sports 
and other facilities (provided in association with new or extended schools) in 
accessible locations within the site. Suggested wording will be follow.  
 
In terms of governing arrangements for Free Schools in respect of allowing 
community access, the Council are not aware of any different or additional 
controls than those prescribed by central government for state maintained 
schools.  
 
As such, the Council would consider it appropriate to require a community 
access plan as part of any application, as is currently being drafted in relation 
to William Perkins Free School (secondary school referenced at SD2 para 
3.6). A copy of the decision notice for this application and the draft community 
access plan will be added to the Examination library as documents ED9 and 
ED10.   (These documents have been placed in the examination library).
 
 

22. Can the listing description for S-EAL6 be placed in the examination library?  
 
Yes. The list entry reference is 1358767; Grade II listed building referenced 
as St Anne’s Convent School. The full listing description will be added to the 
Examination library as ED11.  (This has been placed in the examination 

 library).
 

23. Do the Council’s minor changes on historic environment documents reflect 
the updated web based resources emailed by Historic England on 30 June?  
Yes; the resource provides advice and signposts users to other more detailed 
guidance. Historic England has confirmed they support the Council’s 
proposed minor changes.  
 

24. Reference has been made to EFA funding for Floreat Southall Primary 
School.  Is there any further detail on what this project is and how it is 
factored into the document?  
 
Floreat is a 2 FE primary Free School for which funding has been approved 
by the Education Funding Agency (EFA) for the Southall area of the borough.  
The EFA are seeking a site for the school for a 2016 opening.  No site has yet 
been found.  
 
The demography figures in Southall are particularly variable due to the more 
recent birth increase in that part of the borough. This is as indicated in para 
3.6 of the demography paper EB1: ‘The remaining shortfall will need to be 



met in areas easily accessible from Southall, where birth increases have been 
more recent. This shortfall is expected to be met largely through the 
expansion of existing provision, with a 1FE expansion of Beaconsfield 
Primary School from 2016 currently out for statutory consultation (see Table 
6.2) and a potential further 0.5FE still to be identified (based on current 
retention rates). The position is being monitored in case there is a need for 
further permanent provision, particularly if retention rates in the Southall area 
recover to the level seen two to three years ago. Such provision could 
potentially be met through Free Schools.’ 
 
Should the school not open in 2016, the Council would need to consider 
providing bulge classes in other local schools. 
 
 

25. What is the status of the Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report 
Update June 2015 (Document Ref: SD10)?  To what extent does it differ from 
the HRA of February 2015?  Have Natural England and the Environment 
Agency engaged in the HRA process and is the submission from Natural 
England (ref PFS/PV3/SUB) made in response to document SD10 or an 
earlier version?  

Document SD10 (June 2015) is the latest HRA update. 
 
Natural England and the Environment Agency have engaged in the HRA 
process (see SD9 representations PV3, PV3/SUB and PV117) 
 
The submission from Natural England (ref PFS/PV3/SUB – see SD9 p7) was 
made in response to an earlier version of the HRA update (April 2015) which 
incorrectly included some references to Ealing’s Floodrisk Management 
Strategy rather than Planning for Schools DPD. Document SD10 (June 2015) 
is the latest HRA update, the only difference being corrections to these 
references for accuracy.    
 
 



COUNCIL’S FURTHER RESPONSE TO INSPECTOR’S INITIAL QUESTIONS:  APPENDIX A 
 
Ealing Planning for Schools DPD:  Site Selection Process – Methodology Summary  
	
Date  EiP 

Ref 
Document Title  Number 

of sites  
Number of 
sites taken 
forward 

Sources  Filtering Criteria  Notes 

Dec 
2010 

EB16  Primary School Site 
Search Selection 
Report for LB Ealing, 
EC Harris 

24  n/a  Sites within public & private 
ownership,  
commercial or industrial sites that 
were vacant or on the market,  

Ownership, availability, size, location, 
existing buildings, planning designation, 
planning policy status, accessibility, 
public transport connections, 
neighbouring constraints, delivery 
timescale 

This report was independently commissioned by the Education 
department prior to commencement of joint work and further 
commissioning of evidence for the Planning for Schools DPD.  

Oct 
2013 

EB14  Planning for Schools 
DPD – Evidence Note, 
Municipal Projects 
(referred to as Phase 
1) 

90  17  Ealing Development Sites DPD 
(2012),  
Ealing Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment – large sites 
list (2009), Ealing Property Strategy 
(2010) and associated property 
disposals information,  
The Ealing Primary School Site 
Selection Report (2010) 

Size (over 0.6ha), policy compliance, 
area of search 

Source data included, among other sources (listed in the ‘sources’ 
box on this table and EB14 para 2.1), 300+ sites from the Ealing 
SHLAA, which were refined down previous to the EB14 study by 
officers (see EB14, page 4, footnote 2). 
 
A Masterlist of 90 sites from these sources was refined down to 
17 sites (the long‐list).  

Oct 
2013 

EB15  Ealing Council 
Secondary Site Search, 
GVA 

13  n/a  Sites on industrial, commercial and 
other employment uses in Council 
ownership 

Size (over 0.6Ha), policy compliance, be 
vacant, redundant or disused 

It was a recommendation of the Municipal Projects Phase 1 report 
2013 (EB14) listed above that an assessment of commercial sites 
also be undertaken as part of the sites selection process. 
Document EB15 is the resulting report.  

Oct 
2013 

EB9  Planning for Schools 
DPD Issues and 
Options, Ealing Council 

25  n/a  Primary School Site Selection 
Report ‐ EC Harris (Dec 2010),  
Planning For Schools DPD ‐ 
Evidence Note – Municipal Projects 
(October 2013),  
London Borough of Ealing 
Secondary School Site Search – GVA 
(October 2013) 
 
Additional sites from a review of 
UDP sites, the Council’s Property 
Strategy and the Development Sites 
DPD 

N/A  This Issues and Options report EB9 included the 17 sites from the 
EB14 ‘long‐list’ as well as other sites that emerged during the 
process from other sources, as listed in the sources box to the 
left. No sites assessed in EB15 were taken forward. This totalled 
25 sites being considered in the short list. (see EB9 p17 paras 4 
and 5) 

Jan 
2015 

EB2*  Planning for Schools 
DPD – Evidence Note 
Phase 2, Municipal 
Projects 

27  8  Planning for Schools DPD, Issues 
and Options (Oct 2013)* 

Size (over 0.55Ha), Availability of playing 
fields, transport accessibility, 
surrounding uses, planning issues, 
delivery issues 

EB2* Appendix 1 shows all sites considered as part of Phase 1 & 2. 
This is made up of 141 sites which includes the Masterlist of 90 
sites from Phase 1, plus other sites which emerged between 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 including: 

‐ sites which emerged at Issues and Options Stage 



‐ sites which emerged through the Issues and Options stage 
/call for sites process (land r/o Twyford School and Acton 
College) 

‐ Sites from the Development Sites DPD below the size 
threshold (included in EB2 Appendix 1 for completeness, 
as they were originally excluded from the Masterlist as 
they were not taken forward from the source data into the 
Masterlist) 

‐ Sites considered as part of the Community Centre Strategy 
 

Feb 
2015 

SD1  Planning for Schools 
DPD Publication 
Version 

8  n/a  Planning for Schools DPD – 
Evidence Note Phase 2, Municipal 
Projects 

N/A   

July 
2015 

SD2  Planning for Schools 
DPD with Minor Track 
Changes 

8  n/a  Planning for Schools DPD – 
Evidence Note Phase 2, Municipal 
Projects 

N/A   

	
 


