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From: Trevor Blythe <tblythe@trevorblythe.co.uk>
Date: 24 October 2015 at 14:16
To: Caroline Caldwell <ldfprogrammeofficer@gmail.com>
Cc: Sean Kelly <KellySe@ealing.gov.uk>

Dear Ms Caldwell,
 
Thank you for your email and its several enclosures.
 
Whilst I appreciate that there must be a limit to the number of submissions which anyone can make, I remain
concerned at the ‘Elephant in the Room’ issue of access and traffic congestion. The SOCG between the
Council and Parkview now shows access from Park View to have been agreed, which means my concerns
about added traffic and congestion problems to the West of Hanger Lane are not ill – founded, to be treated
as matters of detail, but are fundamental to the feasibility of this site. The Council should be asked to explain
its reasoning.
 
I therefore attach a Further Statement.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Trevor Blythe
 
From: Caroline Caldwell [mailto:ldfprogrammeofficer@gmail.com] 
Sent: 23 October 2015 17:16
Cc: Sean Kelly <KellySe@ealing.gov.uk>
Subject: Ealing's Planning for Schools - Further Statements / Programme Officer leave
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From: Caroline Caldwell <ldfprogrammeofficer@gmail.com>
Date: 26 October 2015 at 13:57
To: Trevor Blythe <tblythe@trevorblythe.co.uk>

Dear Mr Blythe,
 
Thank you for your e-mail on the 24th October.
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PLANNING FOR SCHOOLS DPD – FORMER BARCLAYS BANK SPORTS GROUND [SITE S - EAL4].     



FURTHER STATEMENT FROM TREVOR BLYTHE.

24TH OCTOBER 2015



1. Introduction.

1.1     I have made submissions previously in relation to the accessibility issues and road transport implications were the former Barclays Bank Sports Ground [Site S-EAL4] to be selected as the site for the proposed new school. My submissions on those issues are set out below at Schedule 1. 

1.2     The LBE response was that these were matters more appropriately dealt with at the detailed planning stage. I questioned the appropriateness of that response.

1.3      A further tranche of documents has now been placed on the Inquiry’s website, including various further statements; the Council's further statements; the updated Schedule of Main Changes (ED18); the Schedule of Minor Changes (ED34); the Statement of Common Ground between Ealing Council and the site owner (ED47); and the ‘Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions for discussion at the Examination Hearing (version 3.0) which incorporates the following questions:

   1.3.1 Have the sites been assessed in terms of their accessibility?  

   1.3.2 What are the strategic transport implications of the proposed sites? How would pupils in Ealing Borough be expected to travel to school? Are school travel plans encouraged and enforced in Ealing through the planning process?

2. Further Representations.

2.1   In its response to my original submissions Ealing Council stated that “any detailed development proposals coming forward on each site would require separate detailed planning applications” but gave an assurance that accessibility had been” taken into account” in selecting the sites. It did not, however, state what conclusion it had reached, although the logical inference was that the Council considered access not to present significant problems. It also gave no information as to what traffic and access issues it had actually identified, what weight it had given them, what solutions it envisaged or how it had reached whatever conclusions it did before proceeding with this site as an option. 

2.2   In its Further Statement [ED38] Ealing Council now states in response to Q4.7 that the site is ‘appropriate and deliverable having regard to … accessibility, including highways impact on Hanger Lane’. Reference is then made to ED21 (Q14), ED33 and the SOCG with Tfl as supporting that position. However, these documents appear only to contain assurances that the site is considered compatible with various high level policy documents. None of them engage with the detailed issues presented by the site and in ED21 (Q14) Ealing Council once again falls back on the statement that “more detailed transport information would appropriately be sought and decided in relation to individual site and planning application stages”.  

2.3   The Supplementary Hearing Statement of Parkview International Limited (‘Parkview’) [ED 44] confirms that it has not carried out any assessment of the potential highway impacts on Hanger Lane of the school and that a transportation assessment would need to be provided as part of the planning application. I therefore infer from this that Parkview has not carried out a transport assessment of any kind and that it too will only be formally engaging with these issues at a later stage. If this is incorrect, doubtless Parkview will say. 

2.3   The Statement of Common Ground [ED47] between Ealing Council and Parkview shows it to have been agreed that vehicular access to the school will only be from Park View Road. This suggests some, more detailed consideration and discussion has taken place between those parties which have led to vehicular access from/on to Hangar Lane being discounted and a decision made in favour of access from Park View Road. 

2.4   It seems to follow from the above:

          2.4.1   Ealing Council has apparently satisfied itself that the site is ‘appropriate and deliverable’ in access terms and presumably, as a corollary to this, in its impact on traffic in the area. 

          2.4.2   Notwithstanding this, it has not yet shared its detailed thinking on these issues with the Inquiry or with the general public, beyond the public documents submitted to the Inquiry, so we do not know how it reached that conclusion. What we have seen is high level and does not descend into detail.

           2.4.3   Parkview appears not to have carried out any transport assessment as yet.   

           2.4.4   Despite the above, Ealing Council and Parkview have (not unreasonably) had discussions on access and transport related matters and have agreed where the site access would be. In deciding that they must have considered not just the unsuitability of access from Hanger Lane but also the suitability, or otherwise, of access from Park View.

  2.4.5 When considering that decision, Ealing Council must at the very least have addressed, either in general or specific terms, the issues set out in Schedule 1 below, and other like concerns, otherwise it could not have reached agreement with Parkview on the feasibility of access from Park View. Nor could it continue to express itself satisfied that the site is ‘appropriate and deliverable having regard to accessibility’ because it would by its own admission not have considered its practical feasibility . 

2.5   For the above reasons, the Inspector may wish to give Ealing Council the opportunity to share its analysis with the Inquiry as it is evidently in a position to do so. Access and congestion are not mere matters of detail to be resolved later but are fundamental to the feasibility of this site. I just want to know how the Council envisages them being accomodated  



SCHEDULE 1.

1. How sufficient and realistic are the proposals for managing the increase in traffic in the area?



The site is not easily accessible and can only be entered from Park View Road. Whilst this is a wide road, most of the adjacent streets are either narrow (e.g. Haven Lane; Mountfield Road) or are subject to traffic restrictions (e.g. Madeley) or they’re winding (e.g. Hillcrest; Woodville). Each of these presents particular access problems and, as this is an established residential area, all of these roads are made even narrower and more difficult to navigate by parked cars. This will present problems during the building phase but even more so once the school activities and the twice daily ‘school run’ start up. The effect will be , in large part, to funnel traffic either (i) along the Hillcrest/Montpelier axis (where it will add to the congestion caused by existing schools in that area ) or (ii) along the Woodville/Haven Lane/Mountfield Road axis, which roads are already heavily parked upon and narrow. The latter axis also inevitably leads traffic to the Haven Green area and into the Town Centre, both of which are already heavily congested. This is likely to become even more so once the new Town Centre residential developments are completed and their traffic also tries to enter the Haven Green ‘system’, which can barely cope as it is. I therefore cannot see how the existing local roads will be able to take the increased volume of traffic. 

It may be argued that some /many pupils will travel by public transport but again how correct is that likely to prove, given that personal observation shows significant numbers of school children – even at secondary school level - still being taken to school by car. Additionally, how will the traffic projections and capacity be affected by the Crossrail redevelopment at Ealing Broadway and how will the increased bus traffic into the area be accommodated? Will Haven Green fall victim to the need for ‘improved access ’? 

In short, how robust is the transport planning?
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The Inspector has considered your further statement which was received by the Council
on 24 October.  The Inspector is mindful that the guidance notes for the examination
hearings stated that any additional material (hearing statements) received after 22 October
2015 would be unlikely to be accepted.  As this is the case, the Inspector has not accepted
your additional statement be submitted as an Examination Document.  As you have
identified, the Inspector has raised transport and highways matters as part of his
consideration of Site S-EAL4 and has requested that a representative from TfL is in
attendance for that hearing session.  The Inspectors questions provide a starting point for
the discussion and the Inspector is mindful that the points and questions you have
identified on transport matters are very likely to be raised by those attending that hearing
session who object to its inclusion in the Plan.  The Inspector would like to give you his
reassurance that transport issues, including any access from Hanger Lane and impacts
more generally on the surrounding road network are matters the Inspector will be
exploring at the hearings.
 
Kind Regards,
 
Sean Kelly

----------
From: Trevor Blythe <tblythe@trevorblythe.co.uk>
Date: 26 October 2015 at 22:38
To: Caroline Caldwell <ldfprogrammeofficer@gmail.com>

Dear Mr Kelly,
 
Thank you for your email.
 
I would respectfully ask the Inspector to reconsider his ruling. My Further Statement was
prompted by the contents of the Statement of Common Ground as between Ealing Council and

Parkview. That SOCG was not published until the 23rd October. It was therefore impossible for
me, or anyone else, to have submitted a Further Statement commenting on its contents by the

22nd . It is inequitable, in my opinion,  for the Council and the landowner to be allowed to put
the SOCG in evidence on a date after the closing deadline for Further Statements, thereby
effectively precluding written submissions on it ,unless the Inspector exercises his discretion on
this point.

 
Although points similar to those I have made may be made by others, the precise points may
not. Although I’m sure the Inspector will indeed be exploring transport issues and the impact on
the surrounding road network , it is the specifics  - of the kind set out in my Further Statement -
which Ealing Council should be required to speak to. Is it the Inspector’s intention to elicit
detailed answers at this stage to those issues of detail ? Broad strategy statements are facile and
ultimately irrelevant. Unless the Council can provide convincing explanations, backed by credible
data (and recall no transport assessment seems to have been carried out). Saying it will be dealt
with as part of detailed planning is , as I’ve said previously , just kicking the can down the road to
a time when the Council’s must actually  face those issues but by then its ability to pursue some
other site option will not exist.
 
I’m not against the school per se; I just don’t want to find myself navigating through a perpetual
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traffic jam in the surrounding streets.
 
Kind regards
 
Trevor Blythe     
 
From: Caroline Caldwell [mailto:ldfprogrammeofficer@gmail.com] 
Sent: 26 October 2015 13:58
To: Trevor Blythe <tblythe@trevorblythe.co.uk>
Subject: Re: Ealing's Planning for Schools - Further Statements / Programme Officer leave

----------
Dear Mr Blythe, 

 
The Inspector has given further consideration to your email response of 26 October and
there are a number of points you raise which the Inspector wishes to respond to.  
 
The deadline of 22nd October was for the submission of hearing statements, which are
intended for participants to amplify previously made submissions in advance of attending
and speaking at the hearings.  The Council together with a number of objectors submitted
hearing statements on 22 October.  No party has had an opportunity in writing to rebut or
respond to these statements and as such there is an equality together with the need to
draw a line to practicably enable the examination process to move forward.  The content
of all the statements received will be open to examination and discussion at the hearing
sessions by those who had requested to participate by the deadline of 14 October.  The
Inspector acknowledges that the Statement of Common Ground was received on 23
October owing to a minor delay in getting a signatory.  Even had the Statement been
received on 22 October the Inspector would not have entertained further written
submissions after that deadline unless there were exceptional circumstances.
 
For the avoidance of doubt, transport matters on site S-EAL4 will be examined.  The
Inspector’s role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with legal
and procedural requirements and whether it is sound.  “Soundness” includes, amongst
other things, whether a plan is justified and whether it is effective.  In terms of
justification, government policy refers to “proportionate evidence”.   There has to be a
balance between the level of detail necessary to demonstrate that a development plan
document is sound and that required at the planning application stage when greater detail
is known on the scale, travel plans and detailed access arrangements.  The Inspector is
mindful of paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework which states that in
terms of plan-making, development should only be prevented on transport grounds where
the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.   The Inspector will be
considering carefully the evidence before him and where transport issues are identified
whether they can reasonably be defaulted to the next tier of decision-making (i.e. a
planning application) or whether a more fundamental issue exists which requires an
alternative approach in the plan before it can be adopted.  The Inspector has already
undertaken a number of site visits including to gauge traffic levels and will be doing so
again around the hearings in November in light of the representations received. 
 
I trust this information is of assistance.  To assist other parties who may have similar
queries the Inspector has instructed that this reply is placed in the public domain as an
Examination Document.
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Kind Regards,
 
Sean Kelly
 

----------
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APPENDIX 1 – FURTHER STATEMENT FROM TREVOR BLYTHE, 
                         AS ATTACHED IN EMAIL DATED OCTOBER 24th . 
 

PLANNING FOR SCHOOLS DPD – FORMER BARCLAYS BANK SPORTS GROUND [SITE S - EAL4].      

 

FURTHER STATEMENT FROM TREVOR BLYTHE. 

24TH OCTOBER 2015 

 

1. Introduction. 

1.1     I have made submissions previously in relation to the accessibility issues and road transport implications 
were the former Barclays Bank Sports Ground [Site S-EAL4] to be selected as the site for the proposed 
new school. My submissions on those issues are set out below at Schedule 1.  

1.2     The LBE response was that these were matters more appropriately dealt with at the detailed planning 
stage. I questioned the appropriateness of that response. 

1.3      A further tranche of documents has now been placed on the Inquiry’s website, including various further 
statements; the Council's further statements; the updated Schedule of Main Changes (ED18); the 
Schedule of Minor Changes (ED34); the Statement of Common Ground between Ealing Council and the 
site owner (ED47); and the ‘Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions for discussion at the Examination 
Hearing (version 3.0) which incorporates the following questions: 

   1.3.1 Have the sites been assessed in terms of their accessibility?   

   1.3.2 What are the strategic transport implications of the proposed sites? How would pupils in Ealing 
Borough be expected to travel to school? Are school travel plans encouraged and enforced in Ealing 
through the planning process? 

2. Further Representations. 

2.1   In its response to my original submissions Ealing Council stated that “any detailed development proposals 
coming forward on each site would require separate detailed planning applications” but gave an assurance 
that accessibility had been” taken into account” in selecting the sites. It did not, however, state what 
conclusion it had reached, although the logical inference was that the Council considered access not to 
present significant problems. It also gave no information as to what traffic and access issues it had actually 
identified, what weight it had given them, what solutions it envisaged or how it had reached whatever 
conclusions it did before proceeding with this site as an option.  

2.2   In its Further Statement [ED38] Ealing Council now states in response to Q4.7 that the site is ‘appropriate 
and deliverable having regard to … accessibility, including highways impact on Hanger Lane’. Reference is 
then made to ED21 (Q14), ED33 and the SOCG with Tfl as supporting that position. However, these 
documents appear only to contain assurances that the site is considered compatible with various high level 
policy documents. None of them engage with the detailed issues presented by the site and in ED21 (Q14) 
Ealing Council once again falls back on the statement that “more detailed transport information would 
appropriately be sought and decided in relation to individual site and planning application stages”.   

2.3   The Supplementary Hearing Statement of Parkview International Limited (‘Parkview’) [ED 44] confirms that 
it has not carried out any assessment of the potential highway impacts on Hanger Lane of the school and 
that a transportation assessment would need to be provided as part of the planning application. I 
therefore infer from this that Parkview has not carried out a transport assessment of any kind and that it 



2 
 

too will only be formally engaging with these issues at a later stage. If this is incorrect, doubtless Parkview 
will say.  

2.3   The Statement of Common Ground [ED47] between Ealing Council and Parkview shows it to have been 
agreed that vehicular access to the school will only be from Park View Road. This suggests some, more 
detailed consideration and discussion has taken place between those parties which have led to vehicular 
access from/on to Hangar Lane being discounted and a decision made in favour of access from Park View 
Road.  

2.4   It seems to follow from the above: 

          2.4.1   Ealing Council has apparently satisfied itself that the site is ‘appropriate and deliverable’ in access 
terms and presumably, as a corollary to this, in its impact on traffic in the area.  

          2.4.2   Notwithstanding this, it has not yet shared its detailed thinking on these issues with the Inquiry or 
with the general public, beyond the public documents submitted to the Inquiry, so we do not know 
how it reached that conclusion. What we have seen is high level and does not descend into detail. 

           2.4.3   Parkview appears not to have carried out any transport assessment as yet.    

           2.4.4   Despite the above, Ealing Council and Parkview have (not unreasonably) had discussions on access 
and transport related matters and have agreed where the site access would be. In deciding that 
they must have considered not just the unsuitability of access from Hanger Lane but also the 
suitability, or otherwise, of access from Park View. 

  2.4.5 When considering that decision, Ealing Council must at the very least have addressed, either in 
general or specific terms, the issues set out in Schedule 1 below, and other like concerns, otherwise 
it could not have reached agreement with Parkview on the feasibility of access from Park View. Nor 
could it continue to express itself satisfied that the site is ‘appropriate and deliverable having regard 
to accessibility’ because it would by its own admission not have considered its practical feasibility .  

2.5   For the above reasons, the Inspector may wish to give Ealing Council the opportunity to share its analysis 
with the Inquiry as it is evidently in a position to do so. Access and congestion are not mere matters of 
detail to be resolved later but are fundamental to the feasibility of this site. I just want to know how the 
Council envisages them being accomodated   

 

SCHEDULE 1. 

1. How sufficient and realistic are the proposals for managing the increase in traffic in the area? 
 

The site is not easily accessible and can only be entered from Park View Road. Whilst this is a wide road, 
most of the adjacent streets are either narrow (e.g. Haven Lane; Mountfield Road) or are subject to traffic 
restrictions (e.g. Madeley) or they’re winding (e.g. Hillcrest; Woodville). Each of these presents particular 
access problems and, as this is an established residential area, all of these roads are made even narrower 
and more difficult to navigate by parked cars. This will present problems during the building phase but even 
more so once the school activities and the twice daily ‘school run’ start up. The effect will be , in large part, 
to funnel traffic either (i) along the Hillcrest/Montpelier axis (where it will add to the congestion caused by 
existing schools in that area ) or (ii) along the Woodville/Haven Lane/Mountfield Road axis, which roads are 
already heavily parked upon and narrow. The latter axis also inevitably leads traffic to the Haven Green area 
and into the Town Centre, both of which are already heavily congested. This is likely to become even more 
so once the new Town Centre residential developments are completed and their traffic also tries to enter 
the Haven Green ‘system’, which can barely cope as it is. I therefore cannot see how the existing local roads 
will be able to take the increased volume of traffic.  
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It may be argued that some /many pupils will travel by public transport but again how correct is that likely 
to prove, given that personal observation shows significant numbers of school children – even at secondary 
school level - still being taken to school by car. Additionally, how will the traffic projections and capacity be 
affected by the Crossrail redevelopment at Ealing Broadway and how will the increased bus traffic into the 
area be accommodated? Will Haven Green fall victim to the need for ‘improved access ’?  

In short, how robust is the transport planning? 




