
 

Planning for Schools DPD 
Further Statement – Ealing Council 

Response to Inspector’s Matters, 
Issues and Questions 

 
MATTER 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

October 2015 
 



Planning for Schools DPD 

Further Statement – Ealing Council (October 2015) 
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MATTER 1 
 

Formatting note: For ease of reference, the Council has inserted question numbers below to 
the Inspector’s questions outlined in ED25. 

 

MATTER 1 – LEGAL COMPLIANCE AND DUTY TO COOPERATE 

Main Issue 

Establishing whether the legal compliance for plan preparation & the Duty to Cooperate have 
been met. 

Questions 

1.1 Overall, has the DPD been prepared in accordance with relevant legal 
requirements for plan preparation as set out in the Act1 and the Regulations2?  

Yes, the DPD has been prepared in accordance with the relevant legal and procedural 
requirements as set out in the Act and the Regulations. 

 

1.2 Has the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ imposed by Section33A of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) been met?  What has been the 
nature of the cooperation and on what issues?  

Yes the Council has complied with the duty to co-operate (S33A of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as amended) and confirm that all organisations, as 
prescribed by the Regulations, have been included. See SD13 which confirms the nature 
of cooperation, and SD13 and ED4 referring to specific engagement with adjacent Local 
Education Authorities. 

  

1.3 Is the extent and nature of cross-boundary school movements with adjoining 
Boroughs understood?  Is there significant displacement of pupils to adjoining 
Boroughs and vice-versa?   

                                       
1 Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 – part 2 Local Development 
2 The Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 



The DFE publish figures on cross boundary movement annually in July as part of their 
“Schools, pupils and their characteristics” statistical publication. As such, the Council do 
have detailed information about the extent and nature of cross-boundary school movements.  
The figures related to Ealing have been extracted and appended to this statement on Matter 
1.  

The figures show at primary level, the difference between net imports and net exports of 
pupils was neglible (+54).  At secondary level the borough are a net exporter of pupils and 
the difference between imports and exports in January 2015 was - 2,760. A quarter of state 
funded secondary age pupils residing in Ealing are currently attending schools in other 
boroughs.   

 

1.4 Is the Plan consistent with national planning policies – notably the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)?  Does it reflect the Framework’s presumption in 
favour of sustainable development?  

Yes, the plan is consistent with national policies including the NPPF and is considered 
‘sound’, namely that it is: 

• Positively prepared: Yes it is based on a strategy to meet the identified need for 
school places in the areas of need by the required timescales. See the Council’s 
evidence base, Local Plan documents and submission documents in particular EB1, 
EB9, EB17, EB21, EB22, EB24 and SD2.  

• Justified: Yes is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 
alternatives See EB9 (Issues and Options report) which considers alternative 
strategies, and EB2 and EB14 which consider alternative sites.  

• Effective: Yes, is deliverable over the plan period and is based on effective joint 
working. See SD2, including Policy 1 which seeks to safeguard allocated sites for 
school use and Policy 2 which sets out criteria where school development may be 
permitted on other sites. See also the Council’s responses relating to delivery and 
viability in ED21 and the Council’s Further Statement/ responses to Matter 3. See 
SD13 and ED4 which clearly demonstrate effective joint working.  

• Consistent with national policy: Yes the plan enables the delivery of sustainable 
development. See SD2 proposed DPD Policy 3: Presumption in favour of 
Sustainable Development. When considering development proposals relating to this 
plan the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption contained 
in the NPPF. It will work proactively with stakeholders to meet the identified need and 
where possible secure development that improves economic, social and 
environmental conditions in the borough. 

 

1.5 Has the DPD been prepared in accordance with the Council’s Statement of 
Community Involvement and met the minimum consultation requirements in the 
Regulations?  



Yes. The DPD has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s own Statement of 
Community Involvement, see SD12 and SD8a. 

1.6 Is the DPD based on a sound process of sustainability appraisal including testing 
of reasonable alternatives, and does it represent the most appropriate spatial strategy 
for additional school provision in the circumstances?  

Yes, the DPD has been informed throughout by a sound and proportionate process of 
sustainability appraisal (see SD5a, SD5a Addendum, SD5b, EB10, EB11 and ED5). See 
also the Council’s responses to questions on the site selection process in ED21. Yes it is 
considered the DPD represents the most appropriate spatial strategy to meet the DPD 
objectives taking into account site availability, deliverability and projected demand. See also 
the Council’s Further Statement/ responses to Matter 3.  

 

1.7 Does the sustainability appraisal adequately appraise the impacts of the DPD on 
health and biodiversity? (notably in relation to de-designation of Metropolitan Open 
Land?)  

Yes. See Council response in ED 32B representation PFS/MM3 in terms of the SA.  

Table 2 of SD5A sets out where the SEA Directive requirements have been met. This 
confirms the requirements for effects on the environment are set out within the document 
and Commentary reports accompanying each iteration of the DPD. The SA includes relevant 
assessment criteria 7 (reducing health inequality) 8 (Protect and enhance open space) and 9 
(Protect and enhance the natural environment) in assessing the DPD objectives (See SD5 A 
Table 5) and the policy and site option matrices (see SD5A section 14). See also SD5A  
Addendum.   

The fact that land is designated as MOL doesn’t necessarily mean that it is valuable in 
relation to nature or active recreation (and as such positively contributes to healthy 
lifestyles).  Whilst in some cases it might be, it is not an essential pre-requisite of its MOL 
designation.  In terms of S-EAL4, whilst the land was previously used for active recreation it 
is now vacant, and currently contributes little to addressing health inequality.  If the site is 
however developed as a school with associated recreation facilities, including community 
access, this can be viewed positively in terms of health impacts.   

Furthermore, were some of the MOL sites not to be allocated through the DPD, students 
would have to travel further to schools from the areas of need which would result in an 
adverse impact in terms of healthy living.  

 

 

 

 



MATTER 1 
 

APPENDIX 1 

 

The table below is referred to in the Council’s response to Matter 1,  Q1.3: 

 

Schools, pupils and their characteristics: January 2015
Statistical first release sfr16/2015 published by the Department for Education, June 2015
Extract from cross border movement tables local authority tables

Table 12a: Local Authority cross border movement of state-funded primary school pupils resident in England, January 2015
By Local Authority area, by Region in England 

No. of 
pupils 
residing 
in LA

No. of 
pupils 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

No. of 
pupils in 
residence 
and 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

Pupils 
residing 
and 
attending 
schools in 
LA as a % 
of resident 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

Pupils 
residing 
and 
attending 
schools in 
LA as a % 
of school 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
pupils 
residing in 
other LAs 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

% of 
pupils 
residing in 
other LAs 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
pupils 
residing in 
LA 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by other 
LAs

% of pupils 
residing in 
LA 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by other 
LAs

% point 
change 
since 
2002

Net 
difference 
betw een 
imports 
and 
exports

Net 
difference 
betw een 
imports and 
exports as 
a % of 
school 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
resident 
pupils 
reported 
to be 
boarders

% of 
pupils 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by LA 
w ith valid 
postcode

Ealing 28,923 28,977 26,879 93 0.3 93 0.0 2,098 7.2 0.0 2,044 7.1 -0.3 54 0.2 0.4 0 99.7

Source: School Census 2015

Excludes pupils with invalid postcodes.

Positive figures indicate LA is a net importer. Negative figure indicates LA is a net exporter of pupils.

Table 12b: Local Authority cross border movement of state-funded secondary school pupils resident in England, January 2015
By Local Authority area, by Region in England 

No. of 
pupils 
residing 
in LA

No. of 
pupils 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

No. of 
pupils in 
residence 
and 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

Pupils 
residing 
and 
attending 
schools in 
LA as a % 
of resident 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

Pupils 
residing 
and 
attending 
schools in 
LA as a % 
of school 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
pupils 
residing in 
other LAs 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

% of 
pupils 
residing in 
other LAs 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by the LA

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
pupils 
residing in 
LA 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by other 
LAs

% of pupils 
residing in 
LA 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by other 
LAs

% point 
change 
since 
2002

Net 
difference 
betw een 
imports 
and 
exports

Net 
difference 
betw een 
imports and 
exports as 
a % of 
school 
population

% point 
change 
since 
2002

No. of 
resident 
pupils 
reported 
to be 
boarders

% of 
pupils 
attending 
schools 
maintained 
by LA 
w ith valid 
postcode

Ealing 17,375 14,615 13,014 75 -2.8 89 -0.3 1,601 11.0 0.3 4,361 25.1 2.8 -2,760 -18.9 -4.0 5 99.8

Source: School Census 2015

Excludes pupils with invalid postcodes

Positive figures indicate LA is a net importer. Negative figure indicates LA is a net exporter of pupils.

Includes: Solely registered and main registration of dually registered pupils. Pupils in national curriculum year groups reception to year 11 attending local authority maintained secondary 
schools, secondary academies, secondary free schools, city technology colleges, studio schools and university technical colleges. 

Includes: Solely registered and main registration of dually registered pupils. Pupils in national curriculum year groups reception to year 11 attending local authority maintained primary 
schools, primary academies and primary free schools. 



 


