MGLA240424-1491 - EIR response [Part 2]

. 000000

From: Pre-applications

Sent: 13 February 2024 08:32

To: *re—applications

Subject: RE: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

i [
Thank you for confirming.
-ill look forward to meeting you tomorrow.

Kind regards

Planning Support Administrator, Planning
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

Union Street, London SE1 OLL

london.gov.uk

Reaister here to be notified of planning policy consultations or sign up for GLA Planning News

Follow us on Twitter @LDN planning

From tibbalds.co.uk>

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2024 5:08 PM

To: Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>

Subject: Re: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unlessyou
-recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Thanks for letting me know. We would still like to go ahead with the meeting please.

Regards

Associate
For Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design Ltd

|



Email:Wtibbmds.co.uk
Address: ing's Bench Street, London, SE1 0QX
Web: www.tibbalds.co.uk

Twitter: @Tibbalds

Instagram: Tibbalds

Appointed to the Homes England Multidisciplinary Panel tibbaldscampbellreithjv.com
If you would like to keep up to date with our work and current news please sign up here

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This e-mail transmission is strictly confidential and intended solely for the recipient. It may contain information which is covered by legal, professional or other privilege. If
you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. Whilst all reasonable means have been used by Tibbalds to ensure
that this e-mail message and attachments do not contain viruses we accept no liability for any loss or damage arising out of or in connection with the receipt or use of
them.

On Mon, 12 Feb 2024 at 15:30, Pre-applications <Pre-applications@Ilondon.gov.uk> wrote:

Good afternoon -

Hope you're well.

| am getting in touch with you regarding your upcoming Level 1 pre-application meeting on Wednesday. I’'ve been
informed that John Finlayson will no longer be available to attend on this date. The case officer,
is fairly familiar with this site and the history and he is happy to carry on with the scheduled meeting without John.

Therefore we would like to know what would you prefer. Either to carry on with the scheduled meeting without
- or we can reschedule the meeting Wher- is also available.

Please let me know how would you prefer to proceed.

Apologies for any inconveniences.

Kind regards



Planning Support Administrator, Planning

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Union Street, London SE1 OLL

london.gov.uk

_Iondon.gov.uk

Register here to be notified of planning policy consultations or sign up for GLA Planning News

Follow us on Twitter @LDN planning

From: Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 2:32 PM

To:- - _tibbalds.co.uk>; Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

Thank you for confirming the date.

| will send you the updated invite and confirmation email shortly.

Thank you for letting us know, that the LPA will be also attending. That’s not a problem at all.

Kind regards



Planning Support Administrator, Planning

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Union Street, London SE1 OLL

london.gov.uk

Register here to be notified of planning policy consultations or sign up for GLA Planning News

Follow us on Twitter @LDN planning

From tibbalds.co.uk>
Sent: . . .

To: Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

- CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
" recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

Thank you for checking. | think it's best that we go with the 14th February date. Will this be on Teams? | know this
is limited to 3 people from the applicant team but in addition to this can we invite our planning case officer at
Ealing Council as well? He would like to join.

Thank you

Regards



Associate

For Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design Ltd

Direct dial: 020 ||

Tel: 020 7089 |}

Email: ||| iobalds.co.uk

Address: 30 King's Bench Street, London, SE1 0QX

Web: www.tibbalds.co.uk

Twitter: @Tibbalds

Instagram: Tibbalds

Appointed to the Homes England Multidisciplinary Panel tibbaldscampbellreithjv.com

If you would like to keep up to date with our work and current news please sign up here

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This e-mail transmission is strictly confidential and intended solely for the recipient. It may contain information which is covered by legal, professional or other privilege.
If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. Whilst all reasonable means have been used by Tibbalds to
ensure that this e-mail message and attachments do not contain viruses we accept no liability for any loss or damage arising out of or in connection with the receipt or
use of them.

On Fri, 2 Feb 2024 at 14:42, Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk> wrote:

HeIIo-




Thank you for your email.

Unfortunately we don’t have the availability on the dates you’re proposing. | can look for more availability on the
w/c 19" February, if the 14" isn’t suitable for you.

Kind regards

Planning Support Administrator, Planning

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Union Street, London SE1 OLL

london.gov.uk

Reqister here to be notified of planning policy consultations or sign up for GLA Planning News

Follow us on Twitter @LDN planning

From: tibbalds.co.uk>

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 10:43 AM

To: Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>

Subject: Re: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
 recognise the sender and know the content is safe.



Hello,

Apologies for the delayed respons_. Thank you for checking alternative dates. Can | just
check if you have availability on Monday 12th February (PM) or Tuesday 13th February (AM) by any chance? If
not, | will discuss with my Director and see what we can do.

Thank you

Regards

Associate

For Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design Ltd

Direct dial: 020 ||

Tel: 020 7089 |}

Email: ||| iobalds.co.uk

Address: 30 King's Bench Street, London, SE1 0QX

Web: www.tibbalds.co.uk

Twitter: @Tibbalds

Instagram: Tibbalds

Appointed to the Homes England Multidisciplinary Panel tibbaldscampbellreithjv.com

If you would like to keep up to date with our work and current news please sign up here

Please consider the environment before printing this email.



This e-mail transmission is strictly confidential and intended solely for the recipient. It may contain information which is covered by legal, professional or other
privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. Whilst all reasonable means have been used by
Tibbalds to ensure that this e-mail message and attachments do not contain viruses we accept no liability for any loss or damage arising out of or in connection with
the receipt or use of them.

On Tue, 30 Jan 2024 at 16:09, Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk> wrote:

Thank you for your email.

Would 14™ February at 2-3pm suits you better?

Alternatively | can have a look for availability in w/c 19" February.

Kind regards

Planning Support Administrator, Planning

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Union Street, London SE1 OLL

london.gov.uk




Zuzana.jancova@london.gov.uk

Register here to be notified of planning policy consultations or sign up for GLA Planning News

Follow us on Twitter @LDN planning

From N b2 co uic

Sent: Monday, January 29, 2024 5:28 PM
To: Pre-applications <Pre-applications@london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Proposed Date for Level 1 Pre-application Meeting Gurnell Leisure Centre

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
- recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Thanks very much for coming back to me with dates for our first GLA meeting. Unfortunately my_

_ho will need to attend. Do you have any availability earlier that week or w/c 5th Feb?

Thank you

Regards

Associate

For Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design Ltd




Address: 30 King's Bench Street, London, SE1 0QX

Web: www.tibbalds.co.uk

Twitter: @Tibbalds

Instagram: Tibbalds

Appointed to the Homes England Multidisciplinary Panel tibbaldscampbelireithjv.com

If you would like to keep up to date with our work and current news please sign up here

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This e-mail transmission is strictly confidential and intended solely for the recipient. It may contain information which is covered by legal, professional or other
privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, disseminate, copy or print its contents. Whilst all reasonable means have been used by
Tibbalds to ensure that this e-mail message and attachments do not contain viruses we accept no liability for any loss or damage arising out of or in connection with
the receipt or use of them.

On Mon, 29 Jan 2024 at 13:47, Pre-Applications <pre-applications@london.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear [l

GLA reference number: 2024/0048/P1

Site name: Gurnell Leisure Centre

Address: Gurnell Leisure Centre, Ruislip Road East, London, W13 0AA
Local Planning Authority: Ealing

Proposal: Redevelopment of the Gurnell Leisure Centre to provide a new

leisure centre with enabling housing development, landscaping and
parkland improvements.
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On 24/01/2024 the GLA Development Management Team received your
request for a Level 1 meeting for the above pre-planning application
proposal. The case officers assigned to this case are ﬂ

John Finlayson.

and

Meeting format

The meeting will last around 45 minutes and be attended by at least one
senior manager from the GLA’s Planning Team. TfL and GLA energy,
viability or design officers will not attend or provide comments on submitted
material.

No more than 3 people should attend from the applicant’s side to allow the
discussion to focus on the key planning principles the proposals would
raise.

An electronic copy of the scheme should be submitted with the meeting
request; and an electronic copy of any additional material presented at the
meeting should be sent to the case officer.

Please note that Level 1 pre-application “in principle” meetings are intended
to discuss key planning principles only and a detailed design document
should not be presented. If the scheme is at a detailed design stage then a
Level 2 pre-application meeting may be more appropriate. These meetings
should not be seen as an alternative to (Level 2) pre-application advice
meetings, where detailed GLA and TfL officer advice on the full range of
matters any subsequent planning application would need to address is
offered.

We can only comment on information provided in advance of the meeting.
Where we have no or limited information we will not be able to provide a
comprehensive assessment. The advice given by officers does not
constitute a formal response or decision by the Mayor with regard to future
planning applications. Any views or opinions expressed are without
prejudice to the Mayor’s formal consideration of the application.

The advice response you will receive will only address issues that you have
sent documentation on. A meeting note will be sent to you two working days
prior to the meeting which will outline the issues that will be discussed.

Cancellation

If, due to circumstances out of our control, we cancel the meeting we will
reschedule for another time as soon as practical. Meetings can be
rescheduled at your request up to 48 hours prior to the date agreed. The fee
is non-refundable on cancellation.

11



Proposed meeting date

We can offer a tentative date and time of 16/02/2024 at 11:00 - 12:00.

Please let us know if this is acceptable and who will be attending.

Regards

Planning Support Team

Greater London Authority

pre-applications@london.gov.uk

1>

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority.

Click here to report this email as spam.

NHS health information and advice about coronavirus can be found at nhs.uk/coronavirus

The GLA stands against racism. Black Lives Matter.

GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY NOTICE:
The information in this email may contain confidential or privileged materials. For more information see

https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/email-notice/

NHS health information and advice about coronavirus can be found at nhs.uk/coronavirus

The GLA stands against racism. Black Lives Matter.
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14 February 2024 14:00-15:00
Dear all,

This meeting has been confirmed by the agent. Pease contact your case of'ﬁcer,--, if
you have any queries.

GLA reference number: 2024/0048/P1

Site name: Gurnell Leisure Centre

Address: Gurnell Leisure Centre, Ruislip Road East, London, W13 0AA

Local Planning Authority: Ealing

Proposal: Redevelopment of the Gurnell Leisure Centre to provide a new leisure

centre with enabling housing development, landscaping and parkland improvements.
Case offcer: [



GLA pre-application ‘in principle’ meeting GLA/2024/0048/P1
8 March 2024

Gurnell Leisure Centre
in the London Borough of Ealing

The proposal

Redevelopment to provide a new leisure centre with enabling housing development
and parkland improvements.

The applicant
The applicant is London Borough of Ealing.

Level 1 pre-app meeting
An ‘in principle’ pre-application meeting took place on 14 February 2024.

Meeting attendees

GLA

I "com Leader — Development Management

Applicant team

B - E:'ing Council
I  Vikhail Riches
- I B - Tibbalds

Local Planning Authority

B  c:ling Council

1 The advice given by officers does not constitute a formal response or decision
by the Mayor with regard to future planning applications. Any views or opinions
expressed are without prejudice to the Mayor’s formal consideration of an application.
The applicant is strongly encouraged to pursue Level 2 GLA pre-application advice in
order to receive more in-depth advice across the full breadth of strategic issues that
the Mayor would consider. Further information of the GLA pre-application service is
available on the City Hall website at: www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/pre-planning-application-meeting-
service.

Summary of meeting discussions

2 The applicant team outlined the site, setting and local planning context. It was
noted that the site is Metropolitan Open Land and forms part of a wide swathe of
green open space running along the Brent River Valley from the Western Avenue
near Hanger Lane to the Uxbridge Road in Hanwell and beyond. It was also noted
that the existing leisure centre is currently closed and unusable in its current
condition.
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3 The applicant summarised previous (refused) proposals at this site for a new
leisure centre and 599 units of enabling housing, in buildings of up to 17-storeys.

4 The applicant team went on to outline new proposals for redevelopment to
provide a replacement leisure centre with enabling housing development

(approximately 300 homes in buildings of up to 10-storeys) as well as wider
landscaping and parkland improvements.

Land use principles

Metropolitan Open Land

5 Whilst the site is, in part, previously developed land (including the existing
leisure centre building and hard-surfaced car park) the Local Plan designates this site
as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) in its entirety. The London Plan affords MOL the
same protection as Green Belt. Based on the information presented GLA officers are
of the opinion that the proposal would constitute “inappropriate development” as
defined by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Therefore, for the
proposal to be acceptable in planning terms, very special circumstances must be
demonstrated that would outweigh the associated harm to MOL.

6 It is also worthy of note that the draft Local Plan envisages the potential for
leisure-led redevelopment at this site, supported by enabling residential development
where this would make a meaningful contribution to delivery of a new leisure centre.

7 Having regard to the existing and emerging policy context, as well as the
planning history at this site, GLA officers support the principle of a replacement
leisure centre development with enabling housing - where the public benefits of this
would amount to very special circumstances that could outweigh the associated harm
to MOL.

8 In general it is noted that the proposed ‘enabling’ residential development is
focused on the previously developed part of the site, and has been reduced in
quantum and scale from that of the previous (refused) proposal. It is also noted that a
revised layout of residential blocks has been proposed which offers greater potential
for views across the MOL from Ruislip Road East. These changes are welcomed, and
are likely to result in a reduced extent of harm to MOL compared to the previous
(refused) proposal.

9 Nevertheless, the harm to MOL associated with the proposal will be significant,
and substantial weight must be given to this harm in accordance with the NPPF.
Accordingly, it is critical that the applicant develops a package of public benefits that
would amount to very special circumstances. Such benefits are likely to be
associated with the new leisure centre, parkland enhancements and affordable
housing. The applicant is strongly encouraged to engage in a level 2 GLA pre-
application meeting to discuss this (and other strategic matters) before an application
is submitted.

page 2



for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development Management Team):

Lucinda Turner, Assistant Director - Planning

email | @'ondon.gov.uk

John Finlayson, Head of Development Management

email | @'ondon.gov.uk

I Dcputy Head of Development Management
email |l @'ondon.gov.uk

I B Tcam Leader - Development Management
email || ondon.gov.uk
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Good Growth

Our ref: 2024/0106/P2I
Date: 19 April 2024

By email

Dear ||

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority
Act 1999 & 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008

Site: Gurnell Leisure Centre, Ruislip Road East, London, W13 0AA
London Borough of Ealing

LPA: Ealing

Our reference: 2024/0106/P2I

Further to the pre-planning application meeting held on 28 March 2024, | enclose a
copy of the GLA’s assessment which sets out our advice and matters which will need
to be fully addressed before the application is submitted to the local planning
authority.

The advice given by officers does not constitute a formal response or decision by the
Mayor with regard to future planning applications. Any views or opinions expressed
are without prejudice to the Mayor’s formal consideration of the application.

Yours sincerely

John Finlayson
Head of Development Management

cc . Deputy Head of Development Management
TfL

City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE ¢ london.gov.uk ¢ 020 7983 4000

We are committed to being anti-racist, planning for a diverse and inclusive London
and engaging all communities in shaping their city.



GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

pre-application report 2024/0106/P2I
19 April 2024

Gurnell Leisure Centre
Local Planning Authority: Ealing

The proposal

Demolition of the existing Gurnell Leisure Centre and construction of replacement
centre, with enabling residential development (ca. 300 units, 35% AH), as well as
landscaping and parkland improvements.

The applicant

The applicant is London Borough of Ealing.
The architects are Mikhail Riches, GT3 Architects and Periscope.

Assessment summary

A replacement leisure centre is strongly supported in principle and the proposed
land uses could be acceptable, subject to the applicant successfully minimising the
harm to MOL openness and any other harm arising from the application while
robustly demonstrating and strengthening all other public benefits.

Nonetheless, further discussions are required on the proposed FVA methodology
in order to reach an agreed position. In addition, further information will be required
in relation to the VSC case.

The future application will also need to address the comments made in this report
and associated technical comments with respect to design, heritage and
environment.

Follow up meetings

Follow up meetings are recommended to further discuss viability, design and the
VSC case, and environmental matters.




Context

1.0n 28 March 2024, a pre-planning application meeting to discuss a proposal to
develop the above site for the above uses was held on MS Teams with the
following attendees:

GLA group
GLA Case officer

Team leader (DM)

Urban Design officer

Viability officer

Energy officer
Circular economy officer

o Whole life-cycle carbon officer

Local Authority

. Case Officer

Applicant
o LB Ealing (Applicant)
o Mikhail Riches
o GT3 Architects
o GT3 Architects
. Periscope

Expedition/ Useful Projects
Expedition/ Useful Projects
Savills

Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design

Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design

2.The advice given by GLA officers does not constitute a formal response or
decision by the Mayor with regard to future planning applications. Any views
or opinions expressed are without prejudice to the Mayor’s formal
consideration of an application.

Site description

3.The site covers an area of 13.2 hectare and is located in the Brent River Park
within designated Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). The site is bound by
Stockdove Way to its north, Ruislip Road East to its south, Argyle Road to its



east and an off-road shared pedestrian/cycle path to its west (linking
Stockdove Way to Ruislip Road East).

4.The site comprises the two-storey Gurnell Leisure Centre and its associated
surface car park, with open parkland and playing fields to the north-east and
north-west.

5.The Gurnell Leisure Centre is owned by Ealing Council and is one of only four
indoor 50 metre swimming pools in London, though it has been closed since
March 2020. The existing pool has six lanes with a movable divider to split the
pool in two. The leisure centre also includes a recreation/fun pool, spectator
seating, a gym and exercise studios, changing rooms, staff facilities and a
small retail unit.

6.The open space includes a number of sporting and recreational facilities
including a children’s adventure playground, a skate park, BMX track, playing
fields used for football and cricket and areas of open grassland and tree belts.
This expansive area of open and undeveloped land is approximately 10.5
hectares in size. This part of the Brent Valley includes a number of other
recreational and sporting facilities, including the nearby Perivale Athletics
Track. Collectively, these sporting facilities perform a function, which is of
considerable significance within the west London sub-region.

7.In terms of the surrounding context, Peal Gardens immediately to the east
comprises two and three-storey residential properties. An isolated pair of
unlisted Victorian semi-detached properties are found to the south-west of the
Leisure Centre on Ruislip Road East. There is a more varied context to the
south which comprises a mix of two-storey semi-detached and terraced
houses as well as the Gurnell Grove Estate which includes a mix of linear
blocks ranging in height from 3, 4 and 5 storeys, with three 11-storey towers.
The residential context to the north of the site comprises two and three-storey
suburban houses.

8.The site is in the setting of the following designated heritage assets:
- Church of St Mary the Virgin, listed Grade | and associated Lych Gate and
Colleton Tomb, listed Grade II;
- Hanwell Community Centre, listed Grade II;
- The Kent Hotel, listed Grade lI;
- Cuckoo Estate Conservation Area.

9.The site is also in Flood Zone 3 and lies partially within the Brent River Park
North: Hanger Lane to the Great Western Railway Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINC), which is classified as Borough grade |
importance.

10. Most of the site has a Public Transport Access Level (PTAL) ranging between
2 and 3, on a scale of 0 to 6b, where 6b represents the highest level of
connectivity to the public transport network. There are no rail stations
accounted for in the PTAL of the site, due to them falling outside the analysed
distance. However, it is noted that South Greenford rail and Perivale LUL
stations are both within 20-minute walk to the north of the site, and West
Ealing station, which serves the Elizabeth Line, is approximately 25-minute
walk to the south of the site.



11.The nearest part of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is A40
(Western Avenue), approximately 800m to the north of the site (measured
from the access in Ruislip Road East). The nearest part of the Strategic Road
Network (SRN) is Greenford Road (A4127), approximately 1.6m east of the
site.

Details of this proposal

12.Demolition of the existing Gurnell Leisure Centre and construction of
replacement centre, with enabling residential development (ca. 300 units,
35% AH) up to 50m in height, as well as landscaping and parkland
improvements.

13.The future application is expected to be referable to the Mayor under the
following categories of the Mayor of London Order 2008:

o Category 1A: “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than
150 houses, flats, or houses and flats.”

e Category 1B(c): “Development (other than development which only comprises the
provision of houses, flats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the
erection of a building or buildings - outside Central London and with a total
floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres.”

o Category 1C: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a
building of...more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of London.”

e Category 3D: Development (a) on land allocated as Green Belt or Metropolitan
Open Land in the development plan, in proposals for such a plan, or in proposals
for the alteration or replacement of such a plan; and (b) which would involve the
construction of a building with a floorspace of more than 1,000 square metres or
a material change in the use of such a building.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance

14.For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004, the development plan in force for the area comprises the Ealing
Development (Core) Strategy (2012); Development Sites DPD (2013); Development
Management DPD (2013); Adopted Policies Map (2013); Planning for Schools DPD
(2016); Joint West London Waste Plan (2015); and, the London Plan 2021.

15. The following are relevant material considerations:

e The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice
Guidance;

e Ealing's Local Plan - Final Proposals (Regulation 19).

16.The relevant issues, corresponding strategic policies and guidance
(supplementary planning guidance (SPG) and London Plan guidance (LPG)),
are as follows:

e MOL London Plan;



e Social infrastructure

e Housing and affordable

e Design

e Heritage

e Environment

Case history

London Plan; Social Infrastructure SPG; the
Mayor’s Strategy for Equality, Diversity and
Inclusion; Planning for Equality and Diversity in
London SPG;

London Plan; Housing SPG; the Mayor’s
Housing Strategy; Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG; Affordable Housing draft LPG;
Development Viability draft LPG;

London Plan; Character and Context SPG;
Public London Charter LPG; Characterisation
and Growth Strategy LPG; Optimising Site
Capacity: A Design-Led Approach LPG;
Housing SPG; Play and Informal Recreation
SPG; Housing Design Standards LPG;
Accessible London: achieving an inclusive
environment SPG; Public London Charter LPG;
Fire safety draft LPG;

London Plan;

London Plan; Circular Economy Statements
LPG; Whole-life Carbon Assessments LPG; ‘Be
Seen’ Energy Monitoring Guidance LPG;
Energy Planning Guidance; London
Environment Strategy; Control of dust and
emissions during construction and demolition
SPG; Air quality positive draft LPG; Air quality
neutral draft LPG; Urban greening factor draft
LPG;

17.In 2020, a planning application seeking the redevelopment of the same site
was submitted for buildings up to 17 storeys in height comprising: 12,955 sqm
of leisure centre; 599 residential units (35% affordable, split 50% London
Affordable Rent and 50% London Shared Ownership); 480 sqm of flexible
commercial floorspace; improvements to open space, recreational and
outdoor sports and play space facilities.

18. This application was recommended for approval by Ealing officers, but was
overturned by the Planning Committee, which concluded that the harm
caused by the proposals to MOL openness would not be clearly outweighed
by the proposed public benefits.

Summary of meeting discussion

19.Following a presentation of the proposed scheme from the applicant team,
meeting discussions covered strategic issues with respect to land use
principles and equalities, affordable housing and viability, design and heritage,
as well as energy, whole life-cycle carbon and circular economy. Issues with



respect to green infrastructure and water were not discussed in detail at this
stage. Based on the information made available to date, GLA officer advice on
these issues is set out within the sections that follow.

Land use principles

20.London Plan Policy G3 affords to MOL the same level of protection as Green
Belt. The proposed construction of new residential buildings and of a
replacement leisure centre on MOL through a building that is materially larger
than the one it replaces would constitute inappropriate development.
Therefore, it should not be approved unless the harm to MOL by reason of
inappropriateness (to be given substantial weight), and any other harm, is
clearly outweighed by other considerations, namely, Very Special
Circumstances.

21.Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that the proposed replacement
and enhancement for outdoor sport and recreation facilities preserving MOL
openness would instead constitute appropriate development and would
therefore be supported, also in line with London Plan Policy S5.

22.Accordingly, the assessment of the harm to MOL openness caused by the
proposed buildings and the proposed Very Special Circumstances are
presented in the sections below.

Harm to openness

23.As noted in the NPPG, openness is capable of having both spatial and visual
aspects, which will be assessed in full at application stage.

Spatial impact

241t is understood from the previous application that the existing building
footprint is 3,919 sqm, the developed land is 14,215 sqm and the existing
building height is 2 storeys.

25.The future submission should confirm the above-mentioned and also contain
the following figures:

- Existing building heights (metres);

- Proposed building footprint (sqm) GEA,;

- Proposed developed land (sqm) GEA;

- Proposed building heights (metres and storeys).

26.At this stage, it is welcome that the applicant sought to locate the residential
development over the car park, thus minimising the increase in developed
land.

Visual impact

27.Whilst verified views will be needed to fully assess the proposals’ visual
impacts on MOL openness, it is clear at this stage that the tallest residential
blocks would be placed towards north, facing the undeveloped section of the
MOL, and this will have a considerable visual impact on the MOL openness
(as demonstrated in the view looking towards the skate park). Significant



consideration should be given to vegetation, in order to screen and soften the
appearance of the proposed buildings.

28.A clearer comparison between the existing and proposed leisure centre will
also be needed, in order to confirm the impacts arising from this element of
the proposals, though it is noted that they will be less significant than those of
the new residential element.

Very special circumstances (VSC)

29.From the previous planning application submission and the current pre-app
information, it is expected that the following factors will be considered as VSC.

Lack of alternative sites

30.1t is understood from the previous application that a detailed alternative site
assessment was previously produced and this was considered to satisfactorily
demonstrates that there are not any available and more suitable Council-
owned sites (or combination of sites), which could accommodate the
proposed development. The site assessment should be included in the future
submission to continue to form part of the VSC.

Community benefits associated with the new leisure centre provision

31.1t is understood that the existing leisure centre closed in March 2020 and that
the proposals would provide a new, enhanced leisure centre, comprising also
new indoor sporting facilities. Updated details about the financial
circumstances of the existing and proposed leisure centres, the extent of the
improvements to the indoor facilities and the proposed affordability details,
should be adequately presented in the future submission.

Community benefits associated with the new outdoor sport and recreation provision

32.1t appears that the existing play area, outdoor gym and skatepark and bowl
would be re-provided and that the existing BMX track would be replaced with
a pump track. Furthermore, a seating slope would be introduced, while the
playing fields would be removed from the site, as part of the Council’s Playing
Pitch Strategy (which includes relocation to Perivale Park and enhanced
playing pitch capacity at Gunnersbury Park and William Perkin School).

33. This would be acceptable, however, clarification will need to be provided in
the future submission to clarify the extent of enhancement of the proposals
over the existing outdoor sport and recreation provision.

Environmental enhancements

34.The submitted pre-app information states that the scheme will deliver
ecological and biodiversity enhancements. Adequate technical information will
need to be included in the future submission.

Conclusion

35.A replacement leisure centre is strongly supported in principle and the
proposed land uses could be acceptable, subject to the applicant successfully
minimising the harm to MOL openness and any other harm arising from the



application while robustly demonstrating and strengthening all other public
benefits (which will need to be suitably secured as part of any permission).

Housing

Affordable housing

36. The application site is public land, owned by Ealing Council. Accordingly, the

Fast Track threshold for the application would be 50%. The applicant is
proposing 35% and, as such, the scheme will need to follow the Viability
Tested Route. Affordability details, early and late stage review will need to be
secured as part of any permission.

37.The applicant has submitted a Briefing Note prepared by Savills. Savills

carried out a high level assessment of the viability of the residential element of
the scheme, assuming a range of affordable housing levels (50%, 35% and
20% - with a tenure split of 60% social rent and 40% shared ownership
housing). Scenarios which assumed grant for all units above 20% had also
been tested for the 50% and 35% options.

38.The appraisals were not provided for review, but Savills reported residual land

value outcomes of between a negative land value of £14.8m (for the 50% no
grant scenario) to a positive land value of £1.4m (for the 20% no grant
scenario). The scenario with 35% affordable housing and grant of £6m
produced a nominal land value.

39.The approach suggested for establishing a Benchmark Land Value (BLV)

based on the receipt required by the Council to fund the leisure centre
element of the scheme is not considered acceptable. The price paid cannot
be used as the BLV and neither can the landowner’s requirements in terms of
a receipt for the land. This would be contrary to National and Mayoral
guidance, which requires BLV to be based on existing use value (EUV).

40.In this case, the EUV may be nil based on the existing disused leisure centre

41.

building. Any alternative uses used to inform BLV should be fully evidenced
with detailed plans and costing, evidence of the demand for the use and
confirmation that the LPA would be likely to grant consent for that use.

It is not clear why the planning application as a whole is not included in the
viability assessment. This was the approach taken on this site previously
during the assessment of the previous application and GLA officers consider
that it should be used again. The cost of building the new leisure centre
should be included alongside the value (estimated at £20m) and any
borough’s funding for the new facility.

42.With respect to phasing, it is noted that the S106 agreement will be required

to include provisions to ensure timely delivery of the leisure centre (for
example, by restricting commencement of an element of the residential
market units). The detail of the mechanism in this regard will need to be
further discussed and agreed accordingly.



Design

Design scrutiny

43.As discussed further below, the proposals would comprise tall buildings and,
as such, must undergo at least one design review early on in their preparation
before a planning application is made. It is welcome that the scheme has
already undergone one Design Review Panel, however, it is noted that the
Panel’s comments have not been yet addressed and they should be
responded to prior to submission. The applicant is furthermore encouraged to
present the proposals again to the Design Review Panel once they are further
developed.

Development layout

44.The overall principles of the proposed layout are considered broadly positive
with the arrangement driven by the site’s sustainability credentials and flood
mitigation methods. Nonetheless, there are a number of aspects currently
raising concern and requiring further consideration.

45.With regards to the leisure centre, whilst it is understood that the internal
layout is based on the passive design and approach to its internal heat, GLA
officers would strongly encourage that the relationship of the leisure centre to
Ruislip Road East is reconsidered, as also recommended by the Design
Review Panel.

46.The applicant should review the proposed design to ensure that the centre’s
entrance is clearly legible and the building positively addresses the road,
connecting with its surroundings. Special consideration should also be given
around the bus stop area, which feels separated and exposed, lacking
overlooking and active frontages for a sense of safety.

47.With regards to the residential element, the minimum distancing between
Parcel A and B of 12m is considered narrow and the applicant is therefore
strongly advised to increase it. The proposed 12m would limit what could be
achieved in terms of public realm quality between buildings, particularly as
there is a vehicle route central to the space. There are also concerns
regarding potential overlooking and that it would not provide the generous
room needed to allow trees to mature.

48.No. 80 Ruislip Road East is considered to be extremely isolated and GLA
officers would recommend that the development improves the relationship
between this residential dwelling and the leisure centre, becoming a
considerate and good neighbour.

49.The outdoor gym location, which sits furthest away from the development,
hidden further by the undulating landscape, is considered to lack passive
surveillance and a sense of safety. Whilst it is noted that this choice was
driven by the community panels, particularly women, who did not want to be
overlooked when exercising, GLA officers would strongly recommend that the
applicant explores ways for improving safety here.

50. GLA officers would also encourage additional access in and out of all the
cycle hubs and refuse storage to increase usability and the sense of safety in
these isolated locations, particularly for women and gender-diverse people.



Visibility into the cycle spaces should also be considered wherever possible,
rather than enclosing them as rooms. Please, refer to the guidance ‘Safety in
Public Space, Women Girls and Gender Diverse People’ by the GLA.

Landscape and public realm

51.The approach to the landscaping is welcome, as it is being led by the flood
zones and character of the MOL. Nonetheless, it is noted that many it is
proposed to remove many trees, though the rationale is unclear, as some of
the trees do not sit within the building footprints. Clarification in this respect
should therefore be provided.

52.The external parking being created for the leisure centre would benefit from
working with the landscape rather than replicating the design already existing
on the site. Trees and other methods of planting should be incorporated to
help blend the proposed parking into the landscape.

53.0ne of the key moves for the residential is to increase the openness of the
MOL through the site. GLA officers welcome further improvement and
greening of the loop road which travels through the residential element. It is
considered that the east/west route is significantly lacking in urban greening
and that parking spaces should be broken up with trees to minimise their
impact on views of the MOL.

Height, massing and architecture

54.1t is noted that the proposals include buildings up to 52.5m, which would meet
the tall building definitions of both the adopted Local Plan, as substantially
taller than its neighbours, and of the emerging Local Plan, as higher than the
local threshold of 21m. Neither the adopted nor the emerging Local Plan
identify the site as suitable for tall buildings. The proposals would therefore
conflict with London Plan D9(B3).

55.The future submission should take into account the impact on MOL openness
and should ensure that the proposals’ visual, functional environmental and
cumulative impacts are suitably addressed.

56.The overall principle of locating the taller elements to the north of the site is
supported, noting it is taking into consideration daylight/sunlight and
microclimate. GLA officers would welcome the inclusion of an External
Transient Overshadowing Study to help demonstrate the developments’
impact on the MOL and new residential open space and public realm.

57.In addition, it is considered that the applicant should provide a clear
demonstration of how the tallest proposed residential building in the northwest
corner would be mitigated, as it currently lacks significant planting/trees
around the base and appears exposed, resulting in negative impacts on the
openness of MOL in this location, particularly when viewed from within the
MOL looking south.

58.With regards to architecture and materiality, the approach being considered
for the design code, although not completed, appears positive. Nonetheless, it
is considered that the leisure centre needs further improvement considering
its views from the MOL looking south. The current approach feels cluttered
and needs to be more considerate. It is considered that the building should



better blend with the landscape and significant improvement to the approach
of rooftop/back of house elements is also needed.

Fire safety
59.1n accordance with the London Plan Policy D12 on fire safety, the applicant

should submit with the future planning application a fire statement, produced
by a third party suitable qualified assessor. The assessor’s experience and
qualifications must be clarified within the statement.

60. The statement should clearly confirm how it addresses the requirements of

61.

Policy D12(B,1-6). All information should be specific and relevant to the
development proposal, including through the use of site and floor plans, and it
should demonstrate which fire safety regulations, standards, design codes
and best practice the development has been designed to.

Following the amendments to approved document B, two staircases should
be provided for buildings above 30m, unless the scheme was to follow the
Government’s proposed transitional arrangements (set out in its 24 October
2023 Written Ministerial Statement").

62.As per London Plan Policy D5(B5), in developments with lifts, as a minimum,

at least one lift per core (or more subject to capacity assessments) should be
suitably sized fire evacuation lifts capable of evacuating people who require
level access from the buildings. This provision should be clearly shown on the
proposed plans, which should be included in the fire statement for ease of
reference. In addition, the submitted fire statement should include an outline
evacuation strategy and an outline management plan (including how the
evacuation lifts will be operated).

63. The statement must contain a clear and unambiguous declaration of

compliance by the qualified assessor stating that the fire safety information
submitted with the application satisfies the requirements of London Plan
Policy D12 and D5(B5).

Residential Quality

64. Whilst the overall summary being considered for the residential element of the

scheme was not very detailed, the overall approach presented to maximise
dual-aspect units, provide front doors on the street to create active frontages,
create low-energy homes and maximise daylight into the MOL is supported.
This should be robustly secured in the final design code. In addition, further
work should ensure that adequate internal daylight/sunlight is achieved, and
sufficient private amenity space is created, meeting London Plan Policy D6
and having regards to the Housing Design Standards LPG.

Children’s play space

65. The future submission should confirm that good-quality, accessible play

provision for all ages, of at least 10 sqm per child that is not segregated by
tenure, will be included in the proposals, in line with London Plan Policy S4.

1 https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2023-10-24/hcws 1090



Accessible housing

66. The future submission should confirm that at least 10% of the proposed
residential units would meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3), with the
remaining units meeting the requirement of M4(2), as required by London
Plan Policy D7.

Inclusive design and equalities

67.The proposals should achieve the highest standard of inclusive design
facilitating social interaction and inclusion, in line with London Plan Policy D5.

68. 1t is also noted that Policy D5 and paragraph 3.5.3 of the London Plan require
all proposals to submit an inclusive design statement, proportionate to the
scale and type of development, which should (among other things) detail
engagement with relevant user groups, such as disabled or older people’s
organisations, or other equality groups and show that the potential impacts of
the proposal on people and communities who share a protected characteristic
and who will be affected by it have been considered.

69. Adequate information in line with Policy D5 should be submitted in the future
application to enable the GLA to fulfil its Public Sector Equality Duty (in
whichever format is more practical for the applicant, as either part of the
Inclusive Design Statement or, if the Council is already preparing an EqIA to
fulfil its duty, as a standalone document).

70.1t is noted that the leisure centre has already stopped operating, which partly
limits the equality implications arising from the current scheme. However, it
appears that a number of sporting facilities on site are currently in use, so
consideration will need to be given to interim arrangements to avoid or
minimise negative impacts on protected groups. In addition, consideration
may need to be given to the permanent impacts of the proposals post-
completion wherever appropriate.

71.Furthermore, it is noted that in the previous application some objections were
raised in relation to equality matters (like impact on BAME and young people).
Engagement with the local community will be fundamental to understand
potential equality impacts and the outcomes of the engagement activities with
the relevant user groups should be detailed in the future submission.

Public toilets

72.Considering the redevelopment of the MOL space, and the community centre
which will be open to the public, it is considered that the proposals should
accommodate adequate public toilets provision, in line with Policy S6.

73.The applicant should therefore explore location and details to ensure that the
proposed toilets would be easy to find and access and suitable for a range of
users, including disabled people, families with young children and people of
all gender identities. They should also comprise a changing place toilet.

74.Their delivery and management (including wayfinding) should in due course
be secured by condition or obligation as part of any permission.



Free drinking water

75.The applicant should identify locations that would be appropriate to provide
free drinking water, in line with London Plan Policy D8. Its provision and future
management should in due course be secured by condition as part of any
permission.

Digital connectivity

76.As part of any planning permission, a planning condition should be secured
requiring the submission of detailed plans demonstrating the provision of
sufficient ducting space for full fibre connectivity infrastructure within the
development in line with London Plan Policy SI6.

Heritage

77.As noted in the site description, the application site is in the setting of a
number of heritage assets. No heritage information was provided at this
stage, but it is noted that a Heritage Impact Assessment (in line with the
GLA'’s Practice Note: Heritage Impact Assessments and the setting of
heritage assets) will need to be provided with the future submission to enable
the assessment of the possible impacts of the proposals on the significance of
surrounding heritage assets.

Environment

78.Some initial energy, circular economy, whole life-cycle carbon, water and
green infrastructure comments have been provided to the applicant under
separate cover, which will need to be responded to in the future submission.

Conclusion

79.A replacement leisure centre is strongly supported in principle and the
proposed land uses could be acceptable, subject to the applicant successfully
minimising the harm to MOL openness and any other harm arising from the
application while robustly demonstrating and strengthening all other public
benefits.

80.Nonetheless, further discussions are required on the proposed FVA
methodology in order to reach an agreed position. In addition, further
information will be required in relation to the VSC case.

81.The future application will also need to address the comments made in this
report and associated technical comments with respect to design, heritage
and environment.

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development Management Team):
Principal Strategic Planner (case officer)

email: london.gov.uk

eam Leader — Development Management




london.gov.uk

eputy Head of Development Management
: t@london.gov.uk

John Finlayson, Head of Development Management

email_n@london.gov.uk
Lucinda Turner, Assistant Director of Planning

email; @london.gov.uk

We are committed to being anti-racist, planning for a diverse and inclusive London
and engaging all communities in shaping their city.



GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
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Gurnell Leisure Centre

Local Planning Authority: Ealing
Meeting Date: Thursday 28™ March 2024
Meeting Time: 11:00-13:00

Location: Microsoft Teams

The proposal

Demolition of the existing Gurnell Leisure Centre and construction of replacement centre, with
enabling residential development (ca. 300 units, 35% AH), as well as landscaping and parkland
improvements.

The applicant
The applicant is London Borough of Ealing.

The architects are Mikhail Riches, GT3 Architects and Periscope.

Context

On 25 February 2024, the GLA received a request for a pre-application meeting to discuss the
above proposal.

Key issues for consideration and discussion at the meeting

Based on the material provided in advance of the meeting, the following strategic issues have
been identified for discussion:

1. Introductions

2. Background and presentation of scheme by applicant (max 45 minutes)
3. Summary of discussions with LPA

4. Land use principles and Equalities

5. Affordable housing and Viability

6. Urban design and Heritage
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7. Energy, WLC and CE

8. Next steps

Attending

GLA Group:

GLA Case officer

Team leader (Development Management)
Urban Design officer

Viability officer

Energy officer

Circular economy officer

Whole life-cycle carbon officer

LPA:
LB Ealing Case Officer

LB Ealing (Applicant)

Mikhail Riches

GT3 Architects

GT3 Architects

Periscope

Expedition/ Useful Projects
Expedition/ Useful Projects

Savills

Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design
Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design

for further information, contact GLA Planning & Regeneration Unit (Development Management Team):
I B Principal Strategic Planner, Case Officer
Email: | o don-gov.uk
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Agenda

Purpose Share progress against the Gurnell masterplan sustainability
strategy
Outcome Feedback and agreement in principle on the level of ambition

and direction of travel

Structure Sustainability vision

Strategy setting process

Theme overview

Subtheme detailed strategies

* Biodiversity and wildlife networks
e Climate resilient place

* Renewable water and energy systems
* Whole life carbon

e Circular economy

e Sustainable transport

* Inclusive community























































Desktop review of possible energy solutions
Options summary

A qualitative appraisal has been carried out comparing the different heating options against key criteria to
identify the most appropriate solution for the masterplan. The options compared are:

District level network

Connection to an existing (high temperature / 4*" generation) district heat network. Heat substations in each
building/plot connected to heat interface units (HIU) in each dwelling and internal heating system in the
leisure centre. Provision of cooling would be separate.

Area network

High temperature site wide heat network (with separate cooling network), servicing the leisure and residential
plots and oversized to also connect to neighbouring council developments to support borough
decarbonisation plans. Central energy centre with commercial heat pumps for heating and cooling. Heat
substations in each building/plot with heat interface units (HIU) in each dwelling.

Site level 4G network

High temperature site wide heat network (with separate cooling network), servicing both the leisure and
residential plots. Central energy centre with commercial heat pumps for heating and cooling. Heat substations
in each building/plot with heat interface units (HIU) in each dwelling.

Site level 5G network

A low temperature/fambient (5*" generation) heat network, servicing both the leisure and residential plots.
Central air source heat pump (ASHP) and/or shared ground array (boreholes) with local water source heat
pumps for each dwelling and leisure centre.

Expedition

Building level 4G network (residential)

High temperature communal heat networks for each building/plot. Central air source heat pumps with heat
interface units in each dwelling. Provision of cooling would be separate.

Building level 5G network (residential)

Low temperature communal heat network. Shared ground array with local water source heat pumps and hot
water cylinders in each dwelling. Same systems can also provide cooling.

Building level (leisure)

Ground source heat pumps and/or 4-pipe heat pump chillers to provide simultaneous heating and cooling to
the leisure centre.
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Desktop review of possible energy solutions
Options appraisal

L S S

Planning

Power supply

Space
requirements

Performance

Phasing/
deliverability

Adaptability/
flexibility

Procurement,
operations and
maintenance

Climate change,
overheating risk

Air quality

The site sits outside of
any existing or proposed
heat networks. It does
however sit in the heat
network priority area
spanning most of
London.

Central energy centre with single point of connection to future district
heat networks. Follows GLA guidance.

No combustion equipment/ gas. No impact on air quality.

Central energy centre with single point of connection to future district
heat networks. Follows GLA guidance.

Central energy centre with single point of connection to future district
heat networks, however perceived concerns with integration into
future high temperature networks. In the case of an existing or planned
area wide DHN, confirmation must be provided by the network
operator that such an arrangement is suitable.

Heat pump solutions place greater loads onto the power network.
Slightly higher diversity achieved on a single network and marginally
lower heat demand.

No combustion equipment/ gas. No impact on air quality.

Heat pump solutions place greater loads onto the power network.
Slightly higher diversity on a single network with marginally lower heat
demand. Potential for energy sharing between uses (resi/leisure) but
unlikely to have a considerable effect on peak loads.

Low temperature network, no/minimal heat loss. System can provide
heating and cooling. Performance improved by potential to share heat
across the network. However, understanding is any rejected heat from
the leisure centre would be used within the leisure centre itself, with no
export to the residential plots.

Highly adaptable. The low temperature network is compatible with a
variety of heat sources. Requires primary heating infrastructure.

No/ minimal heat loss, helping reduce overheating. Can provide cooling,
with the rejected heat recovered and used to heat hot water.

No combustion equipment/ gas. No impact on air quality.

Expedition
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Desktop review of possible energy solutions
Summary and recommendations

The qualitative appraisal concludes that the district, area and site level energy networks are not viable and
therefore a building level solution is proposed.

The district level network is discounted as the site sits outside any existing or proposed heat networks and
therefore there will not be a network to connect into within the delivery programme.

The area level network is discounted as it would be a highly inefficient system requiring twice the energy
consumption with approx. 50% heat losses. An area network would be both expensive and space intensive due
to the need to run parallel heating and chilled water pipework and include a centralised energy centre, either
on a rooftop (reducing space for PV and increasing pipe lengths for external network connection) or in an
acoustically screened enclosure at ground level (encroaching further into the MOL). Additionally, there is not
expected to be any excess heat from the new development to be exported and shared with the neighbouring
sites.

The site level networks are discounted due to the imbalance of energy loads between the residential plots and
leisure centre. The leisure centre requires both heating and cooling and will make use of heat being rejected by
cooling plant within the building itself for pool water and pool hall heating, with no further opportunity for
exporting heat to the residential development, if a connection was made.

For the above noted technical justifications, a building-level energy strategy is proposed treating the residential
and leisure plots independently.

Expedition
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Legacy asset decision making

This report was prepared by independent consultant Expedition Engineering (trading under Useful Simple Group Ltd).
Expedition Engineering has prepared this report for the sole use of the client and for the intended purposes as stated in
the agreement between Expedition Engineering and the client under which this report was completed. Expedition
Engineering have exercised due and customary care in preparing this report but have not, save as specifically stated,
independently verified information provided by others. No other warranty, express or implied, is made in relation to the
contents of this report. The use of this report, or reliance on its content, by unauthorised third parties without written
permission from Expedition Engineering shall be at their own risk, and Expedition Engineering accepts no duty of care to
such third parties. Any recommendations, opinions or findings stated in this report are based on facts and
circumstances as they existed at the time the report was prepared. Any changes in such facts and circumstances may
adversely affect the recommendations, opinions or findings contained in this report.
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Introduction

Purpose

The purpose of the pre-redevelopment audit, as described in the London Plan (2021) circular
economy statement guidance, is to understand whether existing buildings, structures and
materials can be retained, refurbished, or incorporated into the new development. The audit is to
fully explore options for retaining existing structure, fabric or components, and the potential to
refurbish. The pre-redevelopment audit is one of the key components of the circular economy
statement for schemes referrable to the GLA.

Approach

As part of the feasibility study carried out in early 2022, prior to appointing the full design team
and prior to the latest GLA circular economy statement guidance release, an existing site appraisal
was carried out to explore retrofit versus rebuild option of the Gurnell leisure centre. This
document summarises that study and brings it in alignment with the GLA’s London Plan
requirements.

Outcome

The outcome of the audit is to provide the technical justification for redeveloping the site and
assess options for retrofit versus rebuild to support a client to make an evidence-based holistic
decision.

Expedition

Summary of documents that form the development’s circular economy statement

Purpose By
Pre-redevelopment audit The evidence base to support the Expedition
decision whether to retrofit or
rebuild
Pre-deconstruction audit Detailed inventory of the materials | Expedition
that will need to be managed in
deconstruction
Site waste management plan (SWMP) The plan for waste management Others (TBC)
during construction
Operational waste management plan The plan for waste management Others (TBC)
(OWMP) during operations
Circular Economy (CE) Strategy To be prepared based on the Expedition
conclusion of the above documents
Specification for Deconstruction To be prepared based on the CE Expedition

strategy







Existing site appraisal

This site appraisal objectively scores the existing building performance against the key criterion
which determine a building’s merits for retention, refurbishment or reuse. The outcomes of the
appraisal have been used to inform the proposed options for refurbishment versus rebuild.

Expedition

Criteria

Existing building performance

Score

Floor to ceiling
heights

Ceiling heights are not known in precise terms but based on photographic
records appear to be ample.

Good

Structural grid

The majority of the building footprint is occupied by the pool halls covered
by long span roofs, i.e., the grid is very widely spaced. The remainder of the
existing building has an orthogonal grid of approximately 6.om, adequate for
a variety of uses including gyms, changing rooms and offices.

Good

Condition of
structure

Due to leaking roof coverings, the long span roof structures and possibly
other structural components are believed to be badly corroded and in need
of careful demolition. As a result, it has not been possible to carry out a
condition survey. In the limited instances where the concrete frame and
external walls were visible, they appeared to be in fair or good condition.

Mixed
(Poor /
Fair)

Condition of fagade

Concrete fagade elements likely to be serviceable for a long period. Major
barrier to energy efficiency improvement due to thermal bridging. Windows
are aged and not expected to meet modern day performance requirement.

Good

Accessibility

Existing stepped access with steep ramp to the main entrance would not
comply with Approved Document M. Internal floors can be accessed by lift,
but there are restricted areas that can only be accessed by steps throughout
(e.g. viewing deck)

Poor

Fire

Fire resistance of the existing concrete frame is likely to be sufficient for
similar future use. Steel frame elements appear only to be supporting the
roof, which doesn’t usually require fire protection. Should protection be
required in future, it is usually possible to apply intumescent paint in-situ.

Good

Internal flexibility

Existing volumes highly inflexible, except for previous mezzanine gym infills -
which are in lighter construction but of limited residual value

Poor

Services

Gas-fired heat and power systems coming to the end of useful life. Likely to
full scale replacement in near future in any scheme - with a likely need to
move to electric led heating to meet LBE net zero targets

Poor

Heritage
significance

The existing building does not hold any heritage designation.

Low







Options appraisal
Whole life carbon

To support the options appraisal, a whole life carbon assessment was carried out to quantify the
operational and embodied carbon impact over a 60-year building design life. The whole life
carbon assessment has, as far as possible given the early design stage, been carried out in line with
LETI’s ‘Retrofit vs. rebuild: unpicking the carbon argument’ guidance from March 2023.

Any carbon assessment at this early design stage is necessarily outline in nature using ‘generic’
building performance data, rather than an estimation of the impact of developed proposals. The
following methodology and key assumptions have informed the study:

1. Operational carbon

Operational carbon emissions of the existing centre were provided by Ealing which suggests a
current footprint of around 1385 tCO2e annually, of which 92% arises from gas usage.

Retrofit proposals that improve the fabric and replace the services for an all-electric heat pump
system could achieve between 30-90% in carbon savings, dependent on the level of fabric
improvement achieved. It is expected however that a carbon saving of ~65% in the first year of
operations would represent a ‘best achievable’ given the constraints of the existing building (with
reductions increasing in time as the electricity grid decarbonises) which has been assessed in the
appraisal.

The typical new build option has been assessed using the most up to date available benchmarks

for leisure centres which estimates a total energy consumption of 548 kWh/mz2/a with a 75% split
with gas.

Expedition

The low carbon options assume an EUI of 250 kWh/m2/a as per the best available best
practice benchmarks from the South Cambridgeshire District technical feasibility study and
Passivhaus institute recommendations.

All scenarios have been modelled with the Future Energy Scenarios (2022) “falling short’ scenario.
2. Embodied carbon

As built embodied carbon data for new leisure centres is limited and benchmark data does not
exist. For estimating purposes, the LETI bands ‘office’ benchmarks have been used assuming the
embodied emissions of a leisure centre rank 1 grade lower than a typical office to account for the
additional structural requirements for the pools, more extensive MEP requirements including on-
site water filtration and a more extensive fit out with large tiled areas and built in furniture such as
lockers.

Therefore, the retrofit option is assumed to meet band C (970 kgCO2¢e/m2) and the typical new
build and low operational carbon new build options are assumed to meet band E (1400
kgCO2e/m2). It is assumed that with low embodied carbon construction through lean design and
integration of natural materials, a band D can be achieved, which has been used to assess the low
whole life carbon option.

3. Other assumptions
For comparison purposes, all options are based on the same reference area of 542gma2. It is likely

that major redevelopment proposals would include a larger footprint and commensurately greater
emissions (just as building the same new provision elsewhere would have).






Options appraisal
Holistic assessment

As part of the feasibility study produced
for LBE in 2022, the following holistic
appraisal was produced by Mikhail Riches,
the masterplanning architect and
Expedition Engineering.

Key considerations beyond carbon were
assessed to determine which option best
supports the long-term vision for the
Gurnell leisure centre.

This process demonstrates that the rebuild
option scores more highly on social and
site use metrics for consideration
alongside the WLC assessment.

Expedition

Do nothing

Fitness for purpose
Does not meet current space or quality standards. Current
centre does not meet modern leisure needs

Accessibility
Limited accessibility and doesn’t provide facilities for all ages,
needs and abilities

Flexibility
Existing structure and space planning difficult to adapt to
modern needs

Revenue generation
Required a £400k subsidy from the council to keep operating
prior to closure

Operating cost
Prohibitively high operating and energy costs

Maintenance cost
At time of closure, there were circa £200k essential
maintenance costs to remain open

Timescales
Following essential maintenance and repairs, the centre could
reopen for users sooner than the other options

Capital funding
Would require some investment to carry out essential
maintenance and repair to reopen

Operating carbon

Highly inefficient with an annual operating footprint of approx.

1400 tCO2e

Embodied carbon
Roof in poor condition and finishes are tired requiring
substantial material upgrades

Lifespan
The centre is at its end of life without significant works or
upgrades

Retrofit

Fitness for purpose
Even with significant upgrades, unlikely to meet current space
standards and would limit modern leisure needs upgrades

Accessibility
Difficult to achieve inclusive design with existing layout and
structure

Flexibility
Existing structure and space planning difficult to adapt to
modern needs

Revenue generation
Revenue opportunities would be improved with improved
facility

Operating cost
Operating costs would be reduced due to improvements to
the fabric

Construction cost
To achieve parity with the rebuild, similar investment is
expected

Timescales
The works could see a programme benefit, however at
increased risk due to high level of unknowns

Capital funding
Enabling development still required

Operating carbon
Operational carbon would be significantly reduced by
electrifying the energy system

Embodied carbon
Significant upgrades to improve fabric efficiency and bring
building up to modern standards

Lifespan
Warranties for refurbishments can be difficult to define and
will typically only provide 10-15 years

Rebuild

Fitness for purpose
Exemplar types of spaces and quality

Accessibility
Purpose built to provide accessibility and inclusivity for all
users

Flexibility
New structure and layout can be designed to future proof the
centre for changing needs

Revenue generation
Good opportunity for revenue generation for the borough
with diversity of facilities

Operating cost
A low energy centre with a thoughtful maintenance strategy
would significantly reduce operating costs

Construction cost
A new build centre would be the most costly alternative

Timescales
A new centre would have the longest delivery programme

Capital funding
Enabling development required

Operating carbon
Highly efficient low energy all electric centre could
significantly reduce operating carbon by 75-90%

Embodied carbon
Significant embodied carbon associated with new
construction unless targets imposed

Lifespan
Design life of 60 years



Conclusions

The pre-redevelopment audit concludes that it is technically feasible to retain and refurbish the
existing centre, albeit at the expense of providing a holistically sustainable centre that can meet
the current and future needs of the borough. The audit additionally demonstrates that if a strong
commitment is made to a lean and low carbon new build design which maximises natural and re-
used materials, and goes beyond minimum planning requirements, such a scheme will offer the
greatest opportunity for carbon reduction.

Is it technically

PFeasible to retain

the buildings in
part or whole?

Yes

s the existing
building suited to

Yes
Is there an
existing building
on the site?
No
_’

Are there any
building materials
or elements
available on site
that can be
reused?

No

A 4

the requirements
of the site?

This audit demonstrates that the existing leisure centre is deemed not suitable for meeting the
requirements of the site and is therefore recommended to be carefully disassembled and reuse to
maximise residual value of the existing elements and materials. The disassembly and reuse strategy
should be informed by a pre-deconstruction audit, and upheld by good practice circular economy
targets such as the GLA’s pioneering project targets.

Further, to mitigate and offset the emissions associated with demolition, it is necessary that the
project adopt voluntary good practice targets on embodied and operational carbon in order to
uphold the commitment to maintaining within the existing centre’s carbon limits as summarised in
this audit.

Yes |Retain or retrofit

No

A 4

s it technically

Expedition

4

feasible to
recover the
‘residual value’ of
the buildings
elements or
materials?

Partial retention
No fnd
refurbishment

> [Reuse on site

Yei, Disassemble and _[Reuse on a site
reuse nearby
_,[pemolish and ~Reuse offsite

No frecycle




Subject: Confirmed: Gurnell Leisure Centre Site

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting

Start: Thu 28/03/2024 11:00

End: Thu 28/03/2024 13:00

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Pre-applications

Required Attendees: - - Energy Officers; SpatialPlanning@tfl.gov.uk;

Urban Design Team; ;
tibbalds.co.uk

Optional Attendees:

Dear all,

This meeting has been confirmed by the agent. Please contact your case ofﬁcer,-- if you have any
queries.

GLA reference number: 2024/0106/P2I

Site name: Gurnell Leisure Centre Site

Address: Gurnell Leisure Centre site, Ruislip Road East, London, W13 0AA London Borough of
Ealing

Local Planning Authority: Ealing

Proposal: The proposed development seeks to replace the existing dilapidated Gurnell Leisure
Centre which is no longer in use with a new leisure centre with enabling residential development.
To summarise, the proposals are made up of the following core elements: « Demolition of the
existing leisure centre and redevelopment of a new leisure centre. » Development of circa 300
new homes (including a target of 35% affordable housing measured by habitable rooms subject to
viability) « Landscaping and parkland improvements including play facilities such as a skatepark,
pump track, outdoor gym etc.

Case officer: |||} ] TN

Kind regards

Microsoft Teams meeting

Join on your computer, mobile app or room device
Click here to join the meeting

Meeting ID: 382 993 241 394

Passcode: yjEee2
Download Teams | Join on the web

Welcome to the GLA's Team's Meeting



savills

Enabling residential development site — Gurnell Leisure Centre car park
Pre-submission briefing note — Financial Viability (February 2024)

Purpose

Savills (UK) Ltd (“Savills”) has been appointed by the London Borough of Ealing Council (the
“Applicant”) to provide financial viability advice in relation to the emerging pre-application proposals for
residential-led enabling development in support of the future redevelopment of the Gurnell Leisure
Centre. The subject Site is the car park for the existing Leisure Centre, which closed in 2020, and is
accessed from Ruislip Road East.

The purpose of this statement is to support ongoing discussions with the LB Ealing’s planning team on
matters related to the financial performance of the pre-application scheme, specifically in relation to
requirements associated with affordable housing and other financial obligations sought.

The findings presented in this statement will ultimately inform the preparation of a Financial Viability
Assessment (“FVA”) in support of the Planning Application, which will respond fully to policy
requirements established within the Council’'s Local Plan and the Greater London Authority (“GLA”)
London Plan for the release of Metropolitan Open Land / Public Sector Land for development.

Emerqging Appraisal of Application Scheme

Our work to date has focused upon testing various design iterations that have been produced by the
Applicant’s retained architects, Mikhail Riches. Through a detailed assessment of commercial and
design factors, the emerging pre-application scheme has been arrived at, which assumes delivery of
295 residential dwellings across two courtyard buildings ranging between 4-6 storeys on the southern
half of the Site, and four villa buildings ranging between 6-10 storeys on the northern half.

The starting point for our assessment has been a policy-compliant 50% affordable housing provision
(nil grant). On instruction of the Applicant we have subsequently appraised the viability of the project
on the basis of alternative proposals assuming 50% affordable housing (assuming grant allocated
against additionality above 20% affordable housing), 35% affordable housing (nil grant and with grant
on same basis) and a 20% affordable housing scenario. Our general starting point has been to model
an affordable tenure mix reflecting 60% Social Rent / 40% Shared Ownership housing. The proposed
tenure mix is presented in the following table:

Indicative P d
ndicative Fropose 50% Affordable | 35% Affordable | 20% Affordable
Tenure Mix

| Social Rent | 84 | 63 35 |
| Shared Ownership | 57 | 35 21 |
| Private | 154 | 197 239 |
| Total | 295 | 295 295 |

The project is currently modelled to come forward across a c.3-4 year construction programme,
reflecting an indicative delivery timescale based upon current market conditions. The illustrative
proposals assume affordable tenures will be concentrated in the courtyard blocks, with private sales
focused in the villa blocks where value premiums may be achieved to support wider project viability.

Our working approach has been to break down the modelling into respective tenures to be delivered
within individual blocks within each phase, to enable a granular approach to analysing financial
performance.



savills

Our emerging appraisal demonstrates a breakeven (nil) Residual Land Value (“RLV”) being presented
by the proposed scheme on the basis of delivering 35% affordable housing with grant allocated to units
above an initial 20% nil-grant provision.

The following table summarises the key inputs reflected in our emerging work:

Residual Land Valuation — Pre-Application Scheme — 35% Affordable Housing with Grant

Input Assumption Notes

Development Mix
Private Sale 197
Lonfion Shared Ownership = 35% affordable provision by habitable room
Social Rented 63
Total Residential Units 295
Income
Private Sale £735 psf All values presented on current day prices
LLondon Shared Ownership £451 psf
Social Rented £210 psf
SR grant - £200,000 p/u, applied to 27 homes
GLA Grant £6.0m SO grant - £40,000 p/u, applied to 15 homes
Costs
Cost plan prepared by Gleeds. £per sqm cost
. reflecting block type and tenure, inclusive of
Construction costs £330 psf . . -
landscaping, servicing and utilities,
contingency and OHP / prelims.
_— Assumed holding figure of £8,000 per unit,
CIL /5108 Contributions £3.9m STC. CIL calculations advised by Gleeds.
Planning & DM Fees 8.0% of works cost
Disposal Fees 2.75% of GDV (includes
0.25% Legal fees)
Finance 8.0% cost of funds
. 17.0% on private sale GDV
Developer Return Requirement Blended 15.00% on GDV 6.0% on non-spec GDV (exc. Grant)
RLV c. £0

Utilising the above assumptions, the current day cost/value approach for this tenure mix scenario
generates a Residual Land Value (“RLV”) of ¢. £nil.

Subsequent scenarios generate the following RLVs:

e 50% affordable (nil grant) — negative RLV -£14.8m

o 50% affordable (£11.6m grant, equivalent to 30% additionality) — negative RLV -£1.8m
e 35% affordable (nil grant) — negative RLV -£6.98m

e 35% affordable (£6.0m grant, equivalent to 15% additionality) — positive RLV £0

e 20% affordable (nil grant) — positive RLV £1.4m

The pattern of RLVs presented above demonstrates the importance of grant funding support to address
negative land value, alongside the pattern of value associated with introducing higher proportions of
private sale housing into the project.



Comparison with previous design options

As mentioned above, the application scheme has been subject to intensive design review amongst the
Council’s project team. Savills have appraised a number of design options which considered lower
building heights and development densities.

We originally reviewed a 200-unit design option through which storey heights were capped at 6 storeys.
Our analysis indicated an negative RLV of c.-£14.8m assuming a 35% affordable housing provision (nil
grant).

Maintaining building heights but introducing a more efficient unit mix enabled the provision of 226
homes. This drove a negative RLV of c. -£13.5m (nil grant) / c. -£8.8m (with grant).

Increasing maximum building heights to 7 storeys resulted in the provision of 248 homes. Our analysis
indicated a negative RLV of c. -£7.7m (with grant).

Our analysis has pointed to a direct correlation between increasing storey heights and ability to move
towards overcoming a challenging economic viability position for the project. This has been a key driver
for the application scheme as presented.

Benchmark Land Value

As part of our assessment, it is essential to consider the appropriate Benchmark Land Value (“BLV”)
which should be adopted as competitive return to landowner, a central tenet of the planning viability
assessment as established in national and local policy.

For the purpose of assessing BLV it is necessary to consider the requirement for the Council to realise
a material land value receipt to support the delivery of the future Gurnell Leisure Centre. This forms a
fundamental principle which will otherwise support the release of this Site as enabling residential
development, given its current status as Metropolitan Open Land. We remain in discussion with the
Council regarding the specific capital receipt that would be required to be generated through any future
disposal. However this does serve as a unique circumstance which justifies a departure from a more
typical approach to assessing BLV which would otherwise focus upon consideration of Existing Use
Value (“EUV”).

Conclusions

Our emerging analysis assesses the financial challenges associated with the Applicant’s objective to
deliver the significant contributions in terms of affordable housing and financial statutory contributions,
which are currently profiled to exceed £3.9 million in CIL and Section 106 contributions.

The Applicant is committed to delivering 35% affordable housing through the future development of the
Site, subject to a necessary grant allocation being available to subsidise delivery of affordable housing
above a baseline nil-grant 20% provision.

On this basis our analysis suggests the Site generates a Residual Land Value (“RLV”) of c. £nil.

Whilst the BLV position remains to be determined, it is necessary to account for the Site’s current status
as MOL and the necessary requirement for the Council to generate a material land receipt from future
disposal. As such our analysis to date indicates that the proposed tenure mix is technically unviable.
This leads us to conclude that the project will be unable to provide any additional affordable housing
beyond that already proposed.

Cleary any additional S106 financial contributions will negatively impact financial performance which as
demonstrated above the project simply cannot bear based on the current reported viability position.

Whilst the purpose of this note is to outline the current direction of travel with respect to the financial
viability analysis undertaken, we stress that this continues to be an evolving exercise and our final



recommendations will be subject to adjustment as various development and financial assumptions are
refined and crystallised ahead of submission of the FVA in support of the Outline Planning Application.
The FVA will be prepared in line with all relevant national, regional and local planning policy and
technical guidance, presenting an objective, evidence-based assessment of the financial performance
of the application scheme. We expect to engage robustly with the Council’s planning officer team and
external advisors post-submission of the FVA to reach agreement upon the performance of the project
and maximum provision of affordable housing and other financial obligations that can be supported.

Appendix
Summary Financial Appraisal — Pre-Application position — Draft & STC
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Ealing Design Review Panel
Report of Formal Review: Gurnell Leisure Centre

Tuesday 7 November 2023
Via video conference

Panel

Attendees

London Borough of Ealing
London Borough of Ealing
London Borough of Ealing
Frame Projects
Frame Projects

Confidentiality

This is a pre-application review, and therefore confidential. As a public organisation
Ealing Council is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOI) and, in the case of
an FOI request, may be obliged to release project information submitted for review.

Report of Formal Review
7 November 2023
EDRP37_ Gurnell Leisure Centre
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1. Project name and site address

Gurnell Leisure Centre site, Ruislip Road East, London, W13 0AA

2. Presenting team

Mikhail Riches

Mikhail Riches

Mikhail Riches

GT3

GT3

GT3

Periscope

Expedition

London Borough of Ealing
London Borough of Ealing
Tibbalds

Tibbalds

ITP

3. Planning authority briefing

The site is 13.2 hectares, of which about four hectares is projected to accommodate
built development, with 1.42 hectare of that accommodating new buildings. The
proposals are for demolition of all existing buildings and the erection of a replacement
leisure centre (Use Class D2), facilitating development of affordable and market
housing (Use Class C3, circa 200 dwellings), leisure centre coach and car parking,
vehicular and pedestrian access and associated highway works, new and
replacement play space, public realm, landscape and associated ground works to the
existing park/public open space. A previous application, including 599 units of
affordable and market housing, was refused permission in May 2021.

Officers would welcome the panel's comments on the appropriateness of the
proposed heights and massing, the effectiveness and efficiency of the scheme layout,
and the relationship of the buildings to Gurnell Park. Comments are also sought on
the approach to improvements to the parkland itself and the effectiveness of
interventions to open up routes through and into it.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
EDRP37_ Gurnell Leisure Centre
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4. Design Review Panel’s views
Summary

The panel thanks the design team for presenting their proposals at an early stage in
the development of a complex scheme. The initial work is encouraging but significant
issues around layout and connections still need to be resolved. Underpinning these is
the need for clarity about for whom the new centre is intended: whether it is simply a
‘destination’, regional sports facility, or also a resource to support the health and
wellbeing of local residents.

Bringing the park to the street is a positive aspiration but greater generosity of space
will be required to allow for both physical and visual connections. Further thought also
needs to be given to integrating the centre with its landscape setting. The internal
arrangement of the centre could be developed to create a better relationship between
its uses and its surroundings, including the way the building presents itself to Ruislip
Road. The approach to the design of the park should create appealing spaces that
feel intimate and comfortable. However, the proposed woodland character demands
greater attention be paid to legibility and wayfinding, to encourage visitors to move
into and through it. A more strategic approach to onward connections, including to
neighbouring green spaces, would be beneficial. While the scheme layout has largely
been determined by the existing arrangement on site, the design team should revisit
the design to ensure that the scheme is as efficient as the constraints allow. Finally,
the panel feels that this scheme should be an exemplar, both in terms of
environmental performance and inclusive design, and robust targets and mechanisms
to deliver this should be put in place now.

Scheme layout

e The panel understands that the proposed location of the buildings is largely
determined by the current arrangement on site but it feels that this does not
result in a rational or efficient layout.

e In particular, it questions the proposed alignment and orientation of the new
leisure centre, which does not effectively address Ruislip Road, and it feels
this requires some further consideration.

e Further thought should also be given to the internal arrangement of the
functions within the centre, so that the building has the best relationship to its
immediate surroundings on each elevation.

e The panel is broadly supportive of the initial approach to the arrangement of
the residential blocks.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
EDRP37_ Gurnell Leisure Centre
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Integration of the leisure centre

o The panel questions whether the design intent is simply to create a destination
leisure centre or to integrate this facility fully into the neighbourhood and
Gurnell Park. Clearly there will be a balance between the two, but clarity about
the primary role of the centre should be established.

e While the re-provided centre will necessarily perform a regional function, the
panel would like to see a more integrative approach, centred on the concept of
a multi-generation health and well-being centre. Greater connection between
the buildings and the landscape of Gurnell Park should be prioritised with a
more open building that blurs the boundaries between inside and outside.

e Given its raised position and the setback from Ruislip Road, there is a danger
that the building could appear closed off from its immediate surroundings.
Careful thought should be given to the design and legibility of the entrance, as
well as the design of the ramps and circulation, to ensure that these do not
create additional barriers between the centre and its surroundings.

e The design team should also seek opportunities to use the exterior of the
centre to connect the building to the landscape and the street. For example, a
climbing wall could provide a degree of animation and also physically and
visually connect activities inside and outside the building.

o Additional external space should be considered, blurring the boundaries
between what happens inside the building with the landscape and external
facilities.

e The glazed frontage to the main swimming pool may not be the right fagade to
address Ruislip Road, given that it is likely to be clouded with condensation
much of the time.

Public realm and connectivity

e Ensuring that local people are encouraged to make use of the park will be
central to the success of the scheme. The panel questions whether the
proposals offer enough to achieve this and would like to see further strategic
thinking about routes and connectivity into and beyond the park, to encourage
visitors to walk through it.

e The green spaces between the residential blocks, with entrances fronting onto
them, could work well. However, their hierarchy, detailing and generosity will
be essential to their success, both as spaces in themselves and in making
visual and physical connections into the park. The through routes in particular
could become overloaded and deserve more space.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
EDRP37_ Gurnell Leisure Centre
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o Even if these green ‘fingers’ are expanded to create a more welcoming
approach into the park, the panel questions whether Ruislip Road is busy
enough to bring in visitors in significant numbers. Opportunities to connect the
site to the public golf course and other surrounding green spaces should also
be pursued fully.

o The key route between the centre and the western-most residential block is
particularly constrained, with only a 1.5m pavement provided. Given the
significance of this route, the panel feels that greater generosity is particularly
important here.

e The character of these spaces also needs to be clearly defined and
differentiated, reflecting the envisaged uses of each. A clearer hierarchy of
spaces and routes needs to be established at a strategic level and be
reflected in their design.

e The panel further notes that there is some ambiguity between spaces that are
public and semi-private, and this should also be addressed.

e The panel would like to see any shared cycle and pedestrian routes carefully
detailed, with separate paths where possible, to minimise the potential for
conflicts between different users.

e It was also noted that, given the desire to create visual and physical links, that
the axial view north along Gurnell Grove seems to terminate at a random
elevation of the proposed buildings.

Landscape design

e The panel feels the approach to integrating activity spaces into a forest
landscape is promising, creating shade as well as opportunities for discovery.

¢ While the retention of trees is welcome, the panel feels that the opportunity to
design the scheme around landscape has not been taken up sufficiently, and
it notes that the proposed layout of the blocks requires the loss of a significant
number of trees.

e The panel would like to understand more about the proposed timescale for the
proposed new trees to become established. In particular, it questions how
feasible it is to provide semi-mature trees within the project budget.

¢ An assessment should also be made of the implications of having so many
trees of the same age introduced to the site.

e Species selection will also be critical if the good intentions for tree cover are to
be realised in practice.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
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o Water is a meaningful feature of this landscape, given the proximity of the
river, and the panel feels that more could be made of this. For example,
consideration could be given to including wild swimming opportunities within
the park.

e The panel would like to understand the impact of the proposed spoil removal
on the existing ecology of the site.

Sustainable design

e The panel feels that this scheme, and the centre in particular, should be
designed to be an exemplar, with a lifespan well beyond the 40 years of the
existing facility. Ambitious, quantifiable targets for sustainability should be set,
and these should inform the design development from the outset.

e The embodied carbon of both demolition and construction should be fully
accounted for in a rigorous sustainability strategy.

e The design team should consider targeting a standard such as Passivhaus
certification.

e The panel would like to understand how it is proposed to reuse material from
the demolition of the existing building, beyond banking for new the new
buildings.

e The panel would like to see analysis of the existing ecological footprint of the
site, to understand the baseline against which the final scheme can be
assessed in terms of biodiversity net gain.

Inclusive and accessible design

e The panel notes that social prescribing is likely to bring a significant number of
older people, and those with limiting health conditions, to the leisure centre
and park, so these facilities should be designed to be fully accessible.

e The provision of adequate and suitable toilet facilities, in both the centre and
the park, should be a priority. This should include Changing Places facilities.

e The scheme should provide sufficient accessible cycling parking, along with
accessible play space and walking and running routes.

o Further consideration should be given to the relationship between set down
points and entrances to both the leisure centre and the residential blocks.

o The residential blocks themselves should provide generous accommodation
across all tenures, to allow for greater accessibility, and consideration should
be given to the provision of dementia-friendly homes.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
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e An access consultant should be appointed to ensure that the proposals are
fully inclusive.

Next steps

o The panel welcomes the opportunity to review the scheme at an early stage
and it looks forward to seeing the proposals again, as they develop.

Report of Formal Review Meeting
7 November 2023
EDRP37_ Gurnell Leisure Centre



PURCHASE ORDER

Page 1 of 1

GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY
ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE,

PO BOX 45279,
14 PIER WALK,
GREENWICH
LONDON

SE10 1AP

Order Number
Supplier Number
Delivery Date
Order Date

HXA30369628
12173
26/02/2024
27102/2024

Delivery Address

London Borough of Ealing
Ground Floor Perceval House
14-16 Uxbridge Road

Ealing

W5 2HL

Invoice Address

invoices@ealing.gov.uk

London Borough of Ealing
Invoice Processing

PO Box 4
Ealing
W5 2YX

Please e-mail your invoice to invoices@ealing.gov.uk in PDF format (one invoice per PDF) quoting the above order
number. An invoice will not be deemed correct unless it contains a valid PO Number and will be rejected.

For order queries contact: ] Tel: |GG
E-Mail: northi@ealing.gov.uk
Line : o : ;
No Article Description Qty Unit Price Amount GBP
1 WAX1023 CONSULTANCY (CAPITAL) 1000 EA 1.00 10,000.00
0

GLA Meeting 2 - Pre-application advice on

Gurnell Leisure

Centre Scheme.
This order is issued subject to the general terms and contractual conditions attached Order Total 10,000.00
and available at www.ealing.gov.uk




10.

11.

12.
13.

14,

15.

Ealing Council Terms and Conditions

Unless Ealing expressly stipulates or agrees otherwise in writing, every purchase shall be governed by
these terms and conditions, to the exclusion of all other terms and conditions. By taking action against
this purchase order, the Supplier shall irrefutably be deemed to have accepted these terms and
conditions.

The official purchase order, approved by an authorised officer, together with these terms and
conditions, comprises the entire contract between the Council and the Supplier.

The price given in the purchase order is fixed unless otherwise stated. The price includes delivery by
the Supplier to the destination(s) stated on the purchase order.

The Supplier must deliver the goods/perform the services/carry out the works at the place(s) and
time(s) stated on the purchase order. If time(s) are stated, time is of the essence of this contract.

Property and risk in goods shall pass on acceptance of the goods by Ealing, or, in the case of delivery
in instalments, on acceptance of each instalment.

Goods/services/works shall conform in every respect to the specifications, drawings, samples or
descriptions provided by the Supplier. If requested by Ealing, the Supplier shall supply, free of charge,
certified copies of records of inspection and testing to confirm such compliance.

It is a condition of the contract that works and goods supplied are of satisfactory quality and fit for the
purpose for which they are supplied and that the Supplier provides services with reasonable skill, care
and diligence.

Ealing will not pay for goods/services/works that do not comply with the purchase order. If
goods/services/works do not comply with the purchase order, or any conditions of the contract are not
met, or it is clear that the Supplier will not be able to perform his part of the contract, then, without
prejudice to any other rights and remedies it may have, Ealing may (at its discretion) reject the
goods/services/works (or part of them) by giving written notice to the Supplier. In that event, Ealing
may (at its option): cancel the purchase order (or part of it) and require the Supplier to collect any
rejected goods; or require the Supplier to replace or rectify the goods/services/works to Ealing's
satisfaction; or require the Supplier to carry out, at the Supplier's expense, such work as may be
necessary to make the goods/services/works comply with the contract. The Supplier must repay on
demand any money paid by Ealing for rejected or undelivered goods/services/works.

The supplier must submit a detailed invoice as specified in the purchase order within three days after
the acceptance of the goods/services/works. Unless different payment terms are expressly stated on
the purchase order, or within any agreed contract between Ealing and the Supplier, payment will
normally be made thirty (30) days after Ealing's receipt of a correct and valid invoice provided that the
goods/services/works have been accepted by Ealing. An invoice will not be deemed correct and valid
unless it contains the number of this purchase order and is electronically submitted to
invoices@ealing.gov.uk, or hard copies posted to London Borough of Ealing, PO Box 4, Ealing London
W5 2HL.

The Supplier must not assign or sub-contract the purchase order or any part of it without the prior
written consent of Ealing.

Ealing may cancel this contract and recover from the Supplier any loss resulting from such cancellation
if the Supplier or any person acting on his behalf shall have offered, given or agreed to give any officer
or member of Ealing any gift or consideration of any kind as an inducement or reward in respect of the
contract, or shall have committed any offence of corruption.

Ealing may cancel this contract if the Supplier becomes bankrupt or insolvent.

The Supplier shall be liable for and shall indemnify Ealing, its employees, agents and contractors
against all proceedings, liabilities, loss, damage, claims, costs and expenses whatsoever arising out of
or in the course of or in connection with the Supplier's supply or failure to supply goods/provision or
failure to provide services/carrying out or failure to carry out works. The Supplier must maintain
insurance policies, containing an indemnity of principal clause, with a reputable insurer to cover such
liability.

Ealing must protect the public funds it handles and so it may use the information the Supplier gives
relating to this purchase order e.g. invoices, to prevent and detect fraud and money-laundering. It may
also share this information, for the same purpose, with other organisations that handle public funds.
The Supplier must comply with the General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 2018
and give Ealing all assistance to respond to any request for information under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations 2004.
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